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1. INTRODUCTION
n > °. 0 :
1.1 OBJECTIVES

— .

-

r
¢

. i . ~ \ . . ’ . i .
The objectives.of this study were to assess the reliability and .
validity of the.Student Opinjon Survey of Jeaching (SOST) and to provide'
- normative data for judging the usefulness of this instrument in the

‘:'L evaluation bf'facujty teaching at the University of Windsor.

4

1.2’BACKGROUND

¥

P

At the January 25, 1975 meeting of the University of Windsor
Faculty Senate, a.resolution was passed to establish a special comittee
*...to review the present practices and procedures for sfudent evalua-
tions of teaching performance." This committee présented an -interim

- report in December of 197§ (Student. Evaluations Committee).

'+ & In addition td\proposing a University?policy on teaching evalu-
ation, the Senatedétudent Evaluationy Committee devoted a considerable

) amount of time.and energy to the developmeMt of a survey. instrument for
e]iciting.stbhent opinion of teaching performance. In deyeloping the -
Student 0pini$n Survey of Teaching (SOST), the Committee'examined\and an-
alyzed a 1arg‘ qumber of similar quesfionnaires uséd by both Canadian'and
American univ rsities. ’ '

In its December reﬁort, the Committee recommended: 7 .
R . ) , > .
“(a) that the| SOST be .-adopted for University-wide evaluations by' all

_ FacuifieL and Departments ; . .
(b) -that a student cpnnﬁtteé'be charged with coordinating survey
‘ ,"actiViti%s. validating and updating the instrument, and interp-
, reting the data; - o ‘ ~
(¢) that the }esu]ts of fhcd]tyueyaQUaiions'be made 5va113b1§>to
e instructors, stu&enis, Rromotion and tenure committees, .afid

. University administration. . )
’ F 3 .

' \ - 1 +

N 1.3 JHE PROBLEM

“ v -

Follgwing the December pei ort, concern was expressed by a nuﬁger
of individuals that the immedighe aqoptlzk
fnation of SOST results wou'd‘be inappropriate and even ‘negligent until'

-

and university-wide dissem-

N .
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the 1nstrument had been figld-tested and, if necessary, revised. It o Y

was felt that the gathering and dissemination of data.which could -
d1rect1y affect the prompt1on and tenure of large numbers of faculty.

‘members should be based on an fnstrument of known reliability and

validity. Furthermore, ,Some felt the field-test and'(ahdation shou]d
be conductéd by unbiased individuals who had no part in the deve]opment
of the instrument. ! ) )

The present study, supported by funds from the Ontario Universities

Pro amme for 1nstruct1ona1 Development through the Office of Learn1ng- .
Teaehing Deve]opment exam;ned the reliability and validity of the SOST .
(Appendix A). Reconmendatwns for revisiontare included in Section IV X b
of this report. -~

1.4 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

-

This section describes the general experimental design employed
in the study. Detailed Descr1pt1ons of Subjects, qgta col]ect1on, and '
analytic procedures are 1nc1uded in Section III. :

1.41 "Subjects o . .

The total data poo] represents the responses of 2229 students who
were enrolled in 93 classes taught by 53 .instructors in 12 academic
disciplines Although an attempt was_Made to sample student opiniop
from a wide range of subject areas, the data do not necessarily:

represent a random cross- campus samplngf.students, courses or instruc-
tors. . '

[ 4

Part1c1pat1on in the study by instructors was voluntary. In most
cases individual 1nstructors were contacted verbally and consent was
obtained by a follow-up explanatqry letter (Appehdix B). In a few cases
department heads and deans were asked to approacQ_1ld1v1dua1 faculty
members on a voluntary basis.

14

Table 1.1 sumar1zes the data poof, ind1cat1ng the number of
student rQsponses. 1nstructors and classes by subJect area. Approxi-
mately one half of the responses were obtained among students enro]led

+in ol - and Psychology courses. These two_departments also accounted

for 0ver 0% of the 1nstructors (30/53) and classes (64/93)
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Table 1.2 presents a profile of “instructors by rank and sex.

"The category "other", whigh inclqdés, Letturers, Instqyctors‘lnd .
Teaching Assistants, accounted for almost 50% of the instructors °

\

.
"':‘ L

. by rank. The fewest ratings were obtained among Full Professors
(10?). Approximately 60% of the instructovs were males; 40% were
females. :
i Table 1.1 SUMMARY OF DATA BY SUBJECT AREA
A , .
Subject Area Instructors Classgs Student Responses
Biology ' 13 36 670 '
Business Administration . ] 2 97 '
Chemistry 1 1 79
Education 2 2 , 32
. Engineering ‘ 1 R 9
Geology o - 1 | 2 59
© Germanic & Slavic Studies 4 | 9 y 106
. ] Mathematics ) ] 2 105
Nursing 8 9 265
Philosophy ‘ 2 2 29
Psychology 17 25 622 i
<Sociology & Anthropology 2, 2 156
TOTALS 53 93 12229
R Table 1.2 PROFILE OF INSTRUCTORS BY RANK AND SEX o
* . 4 w - - K
Rank ' . Sex Total '
A Male Female
Professor 4 o .5
Associate Professor ' 9 2 N
Assistant Professor 8 ' ﬁ ' 12
Other ' .10 : 15 25
’ , 0 ‘ .
TOTALS v !l \ 3 22 53
< i !
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A profﬁle of the student raters 15 given in. Table 1. 3.%. About . T
65% of the students in the samp]e were - Sc1enCe .and Mathematlcs or .
+ Social Science Majors. These students were fairly evenly dlstr1buted AL .
between Moriours ‘and General programmes. Over 50% of the- -students were ehrolled‘}
in their first year.of university. ) o . '
142 Data’ Collection ’ . 4 ) B o B ®
' * Two part-time research assistants were employed to help 1n the * .
data collection and organizabfon Th¥ genera) procedure was as follows ) o

- e

o a) the assiStant arrlved at the -agreed-upon (instructor se]ected) -
t1me and the instructor was asked to leave the room, .

b) . the Students were asked to cooperate in the.eva}uation of the . o
1nstructor but were not informed that responses would be’ used
for research purposes. '

,ﬁf X c) each student received l copy of the instrument (SST) and a -
. multiple choice standard response . form for recording his/her '
evaluat1o?s . . . . .

d) students were asked to 1nd1cate the course number and the
instructor's name on the response form but to omit their own ;
. name and student number. _ . A\ U e

e) depend1ng on class 512e the students were permitted 10 to 15
minutes to complete the evaluation The response forms and
instruments were then collected and the students were thanked

for their cooperation.
r'd

f) the completed response forms were oﬁtically scanned and the data
transferred to standard data processing cards

AN evaluations were completed during the last 4 weeks of the
Fall and Spring terms, 1976-77. Table 1.4 presents a summary of the
data, g1ving means and standard deviations for each of the evaluative
items (9-28). This summary is based on the entire data pool (2229

responses) regardless of class or 1nstructor ‘ ) d
1.43 Analyses =~ . \
K Al analyses were performed with the aid of the University 18M . \

’ " ’ 7." . J \

o~
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Tab" 1.3 PROFILE OF STUDENT RATERS v
* L] - “” '(Ngzzzg) ) a ,
Ar ¥ b
. Frequenties (
‘ _ Item A s c |, o E.
Arts Soc. Sci: |.- Sci.-& Math Bus. Other
1. My major is in: 13.1% " 24.6% "40.3% 8. 0% &3.!!
, . I g : :
1 Hon. Pgm Gen. Pgm, s
2. This course is part . RN
of my: 52.1% | " 47.9% _ - o
" " 0-2 3-7 . 8-12 ©13-17_*| 18--
3. I havé completed the ; i : ﬂ | *
following number of aE "g. 3
University-Tevel full |, 5%t0% 15.4% ,10.5% 8:5% ﬂ?-?%
. courses: - ) :
— . . . — — ——
<. "|_Superior | Above Avg.: Average Below Avg.| Failing.
4, Rat1ng myself against < ' * s
the performance of ! . . v
other students in the 4.9% 38.5% 49.5% , -6.0% J1.0%
class, I see niyself in- oo )
one of the following -
"groups: '
] , Yes No Not Sure
5. This course was com- ’ ' i ) N
pulsory. . 51.7% 44.2% - .- 4.1% » ’ Y
Yes No 1 . .-
6. My Attendhnce and, Punc- :
+ tuality have been con- | 91.1% , 8.9% >
s1steq§1y good. .
. 7 T -
Excellent | Above Avg. Average Below Avg.| Poor
7.. Compared to other - S oot
courses [ have taken ) '
I consider my effort' g 1q.3% 39.9% 41.6% ?.9% 1.2%
in this course to )
have been:
. Yes -No
8. I have found the mat- . T , ‘ o
erial in this course 1 29.3% 70.7%. .
t° to be inherently diff- ‘ - .
*cult - \ *
Qo

iy




* Table 1.4 SUMMARY OF ‘SOST-DATA:

. "'+ MEANS & STANDARD DEVIATIONS 2 S
ITEM -0 MEANT .. STANDARD DEVIATION .
Ty T . 1.900 0.912 T
10 -7 Y 1.060 "+ o e
. mn . 3756 1.014 - .
12 ' 1.869 - 0.8s85 T
13 1.949. - ', 0,965, Lo
14, 1.461 . " 0.66 P -
15 1.848 - 0902 "
—16 9627 . 0.93% -
) 17 2.009" . . 0.873 . vt
18 2.353 - 1,076 \\\ : .
19 ' 3.2% 1947 ‘ ‘.' . o
20 ' 2.7 . 1.022 | a
© 21 2.464 - "0.976 |
22 v e 2.654 0.917 1
. 23 .- " 2.453 . *1.016 :
- 24 3.653 : 0.988 - 4 _
25 ) , 35130 “0.760 .
26 - 3.518 . 0.966 -
27 . 2.808 L7 . h
28 a 2.4 , 0.976 :
1 Based on 2229 student responses in 93 class s:ections t':aught by
53 instructors in 12 academic disciplines. ' .. .
- 2--Responses were' coded as follows: A =1, B= 2, ¢ =3, D =4, ‘ .
and E = 5. N ~ ) .
/ ; - i ' ‘ h
\ ’ ) ! ’
-s.. ) ’ 'y ‘ . :
— . ‘ ) .
. X '




in 93 other classes: ‘ e

360/65 computing faCility using subprograms of .the Statistical Packaga
for the Social. Sciences (Sﬂssgi;ndvthe Statisfical Analzsis SystEm v
(SAS). The following s a general outline of the analyses :

‘ B ) » ) . ‘ t
Ncrmative Data (Appendix ). These are'descriptive data including

. means and standard deviatioms for each of the items on th instrument. ‘

These data differ from those in Table .4 in that all .analyses were.-
based on class means. These data permit tadividual instructors to.
compare their own class evaﬂuatidns with "average“ ratings obtained

Reliabilitx Both-internal: ﬂgnSistenty and: stability were examined
The internal consistency of each subsdlle was.gstimated using Cnonbach s
alpha coefficient. Stability was assessed by the tést retest prpcedure
w1th interuals of 7, 14, 21, and 28 days. . , ot

Validitz The construct validity of the instrument was exam1ned
by factor analysis In addition a series of analyses of variance
were performed .to determine whether student responses were~systematically
biased by irrelev nt factors (student characteristics, instructor char-
acteristics; class haracteristics) /Criterion ‘related Validity was ' -
rassessed by examining relationships betyeen student ratings .and obJective
measures of student achjevement . Finally, correlatiﬁgs were obtained

between each of the SOST items and each Ytem on a numper of other widely-

used teaching evaluation instruments o .
~

€

-
.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

* Section yI of thlS report presents a %rief review of representative
studies on the reliability and 'validity of teaching evaluation instru-
ments. Section II1 reports the reliability and, validity of. they SOST
and Sectiqn IV gives a summary of the® findiﬁgs, presents the conclusions,
and forwards several recommendations concerding the development and" use
of teaching evaluation instruments at the UniverSity of Nindsor -7
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I RELIABILITY AND VALIBITY 'OF TEACHING EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS, = %

e - o ‘ . SRR
SE; . J .+ 2.1 RELIABILITY o
e N ., . ) . . . . < . . 7;
. Two terms that are often used to describ®®he medning of retia- .. _ ¢

bility are “precfsion" and "'éonsistency." In Test and measurement

tﬁeory rel 1ab'ii‘1ty' is an estimate of thee extent to v}hich.':differe e
" in (observed) test scores’ are attributable to "true’ djffer ,
: the characieristics.'und'qr consideration and the extent o which 'he_;'

are attributable to chance errors (Anastasi, 1936). - said another.” .~

way, the reliabidity of a test is a measufé.whigh a]]oﬁs @s‘gp ' o
estihafe what proportion of observed test scotg"Variance‘js error .
variance. . S 2 * : Y

Gulliksen (1965) .defines these relatfonships concisely as foltows: -
NoT AR e tE e T o R

Where: 'X; = the abserved score of the it person °
: ‘Ti“= the “true” score of the fth person R _‘ L o

E;

_the error, component for the same person -

a composite of that individual's “true” score and an error factor. o
Fufthermpre, the variance of observed scores in a population (Szx) _‘rs’ ‘

;nac_ie up of "true" score variance (SZT) and error variance (525),'and the ..
reliability coefficient is the ratio: _ '

"It is apparent then, «that the observed s<':ore for any individual 'i's,

»

~ " o "wx = Sz‘r» . DR , B 45’
, S S Y T
: An extrgme]y importa‘nt question is, "what factors add to theem‘?&w .
* variance thereby affecting the reliability of a givén test?" To.help ©  *
- . answer. t»his\gjgtion Tht‘Jr.'ndike (1949) and Crohbacﬁ (1970) have classi- 4'
o fied the sources of test score yarian;:e (Table 2.1). The sources of
’ . o Variance inc]upe: (1) lasting - ggnera_] char:ac'tefisti\cs such as
\ea:l_in'g and br:ob'lem solving apilities, (2) lasting - §gecffic~‘ )
.- 'charagteri,st\ics such®as ‘know]e>dge of specific test. questions, 3), .. )

- teq’wporaryf‘ggﬁera’l characteristics such as health, fatigue and rpotivatio‘n,,-




; v . - - . Y
‘ N c : o . ‘ 9
Table 2.1 souaces°‘¢orssrzsc0RE VARIANCE CLASSIFIED* a
- 1. ® Last%ng ana general characteristigs of the individual. . -

1. General skills (e:g.,'f&adingL L .

2. Geheral ability to comprehend instructions, testwiseness,
techniques.of taking tests :

3. Ability to-solve problems of the general“type presented in

v this test . - = _

4. Attitudes, emotional reactions, or habits generally oper- -
ating ir'situations like the test situation ‘.g.. self- -

' confidence) . ‘//. . ///‘

I1. Laéting and specific characteristicé of the individual.

" 1. Knowledge and skills required by particular problems in
the test- ) -

2. Attitudes, emotional reactions, or habits related to
particular test stimuli (e.qg., fear of high places brought
to mind by an inquiry about such fears on a personality

« test) < .
II11. .Temporary and general characteristics @f the individual
(systematically'affectfng performance on various tests at
a particular time) .

-}, Health, fattgue, and emotional strain . .Y
2. Motivation, rappért with examiner . \
3. Effects of heat, light, ventiiation, etc. ‘ T
‘4. _ Level of practice on skills required by tests ¢f this
. type L] . .
‘ 5. Present attitudesy emotional reactiont,.or strength of
: habits (insofar adk these are departures from the person's
average or lasting characteristics rJ-e.g.r political

L

-,

attitudes during an election campaign)« . |

IV. Temporary and §pecifié‘pharacteri§tics of the ind9§1dua1.

1. Changes in fatigue or motivation developed by this partfczﬁar
test (e.q., discouragement restlting from failure on a
particular item) ‘

Fluctuations in attention, coordination, or standards of
Jjudgment ' J
Fluctuations in memory for particular facts

particular test (e.g., effects of special coaching)
Temporary emotional states, strength of* habits, etc., related *
to particylar test stimuli (e.g.,”a question calls to mind
D .a recent bad dream) '
6.° Luck in the selection of answers-by "guessing"

2
3.

\ 4. Llevel of practice on skills or, knowledge required by this
]

*After R.L. Thogndike, 1949, p.73 and L.J. Cronbach, 1970, p. 175.

- L]

a . 't . . -
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and (4) temporq;g,; specific characteristics ‘such as f]uc%uatidps in
attention, coordinatjon and membry for specific facts.

_The lasting-genegal characteristics affect the "true" score J??i-

akice and thgstemporary-specific characteristics affect the error’

- variance. The 1ast1ng-spec1f1c characteristics and temporary-general
‘characteristics may affect efther variances depending upon the type
of reliability befrig studied. _ al /

. Research on teaching evaluatign instruments has concentrated on
two ‘types of reliability: internal consistency.and stability. In
general, internal consistency studies examine .the degree of hpmqgen-é
eity of items' and/6r behaviours sampled by a test or,subscaie. Tests
of inferna] consistency such as Cronbach's dlpha (Cronbach, 19}0)‘éount
lastinéfspecific and temporary-specific chgraqteristics as error
wvariance. On the other hand, studies of stability provide an index -
of the extent of fluctuation in Scores over a specified time interval,
The test-retest procedure, a.commonly employed n;asure of stabi]it&,
considers‘temporary4genera1 and temporary-specific chatactéristics as
sources of error variance., '

~Internal consistency and stability are independent of eagh other.
An internally consistent instrument may or may:not be stable. A stable
" instrument may or may not be internally consistent.

-

"
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2.1 Interna']' Consistency Studies

‘A larg number.pf studies on the 1nterna1 con51stency of student
evaluationThstruments have been‘reported ‘over the past 25 years.
Table 2.2 p vides.a fa1r1y Tepresentative sample of these studies.
We will not qttempt here to evdluate or even discuss each of these
studies indi idua]]y. however. a number of cautionary statementq;seem
appropriate, Lo -

' Even £ casual examination of the resé&rch shows a(great .deal of -

variab111ty among studies with regard to: K \i

- g
1) numbers of student raters (59 to 5?\0000 and numbers of . .
courses«(1 to 1279 ) “ :
2) numbers of items per subscaJe or 1nstrument (2 to 140),
and, -
3) analytic procedures uSed (split-half, Kuder- R1chardson .
formulae, odd-even means, Cronbach's alpha, Hoyt and
e - others). Each of these differences may affect.the inter-
’ pretation of the interna] cbnslstency coefficient.
Perhaps the most significant of the- above mentqaped sources of
var1ab111ty is the number of items per subscale. It has long been
recogn1zed (Spearman, 1910 and Brown. 1910) that, other things being
" equal, the longer a teSt the’more re]iab]e (Tnternally consistent)
it-is.- Therefore, care should be taken when comparing internal :
consistency scores across sugfcales possessing different numbers
of items. .. -
Anpther source of variab:]fty among the studies 1s the unit of

anatysis employed. In some Studies the unit of analySIS js ind1viaua1

students within a c]ass (examp]e wherfy, 1951) In other studies 1"

,1s students across classes (example: " A]eamoni and Spencer, 1973) In

still other studies, the a'alytig'unlt is o]ass means presumably regard- .- °*
“lesgs of individual class size (Poh]mann, 1975) Here again, because of /r‘4
differencas in experimental’ design, caution- sh0u1d be exerted when '

comparing coefficients among stuHies -
With these cautions in mind one might sti]] be impressed with -
the remarkably high internal consistency coefficients reported. The ¢

coefficients compare quite favorably w*th many psychometric instruments
including ability tests and personalvty inventories, even those developed
by factor ana]ytic techn1ques o ) - e

k]
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Doyle (1972)

Aleamoni and
Spencer (1973)

QY

*

297 regardless of

" courses

A

ratings
(SOSCg

80-five-point ratings
(CEQ®)

50-five-point ratings

-

Split-half (negative

versus ‘positive jtems)

Split-half (mixed neg- *
-ative and positive)

v

.85
g

.8
.9

1*’7 A
J ' ' & B (
Researgher Student " - Type of Analytic . Internal \
Raters (N) Instrument Procedure " Consistency - ,
Wherry (1951) an) 12-item 25-point Split-half .88
’ ‘ ) ratings / o
46 ; rating past  140-item-25-point Split-half . ‘
) better and ratings o -
46 ) "orse InSt= 140-item five-point Split-half - . .96 °
) ructors , - ratings - A
47 12-item five-point Split-half - .98
) . LT ~ ratings ‘ L
. 4 ) 70 forced-choice . Kuder-Richardson 14 .88 .
% , dyads T . o i
Lovell and Haner. 105 #n 4 36 forced-choice Odd-even medns .79 corrected to
(1955) | courses > tetrads' - ~ ‘.88 :
Remmers and : ~ y - ‘ .. .
Weisbrodt (1965) 1908 in 59 11 ten-point ratings Horst . .67-.91
. \ courses (PRSI) - . 3
Harvey and Barker 59 male students 21-item ten-point Product-moment .38-93 .
&) regardless of ratings correlation - .
courses . , GL
/ . . ) -
Hildebrand, Wilson, 1015 rating past 7-8 item seven-point '  Alpha .80-.89..
and Dienst (1971) best and worst ratings” ~
instructors . ] , -
379 in 11 coirses 9-28 item 5-point- Hoyt .90-.96 -

corrected to -

corrected to

-
e

Lv
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Table 2.2 'REPRESENTATIVE STUDIES-OF
. " A

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY* R

b

. v Py ) . v J -
' Student -~ Type of - Analytic I - a T
R;!zarcher Raters (N) ; T ' Instrument . ,Procedure - CO::$:2e;cy
. . ' 1] . . A
RS . . j ) X : . . .
© <« ?1in 16 coufses, 50-five-point Kuder-Richardson 21. < -.93 average
‘ g | -rating§ C. - R
STl in g 8-1Q ifem CEQ® ‘Kuder-Richardson 21 . .40-.92,
_ f : courses | ° supscales ‘ _ e e .
Pohtmann (1975) 35,000 in/],279 21-item 5-point .’ Product-moment ., ...52-.87
o . = -, courses , ratings . ’ cprreIatfon‘ ’
/ R S . , SRR |
. ’ . . . -~ ‘, N ) s ' - - ‘I . ) .
3purdue Rating.Scalé for Ip@tructors T 0N *Modified and Updated after-Doyle (1975) oy
I11inois Cour'se Evaluation QueStionnaire ' , . ' b2
Cus - .a. ‘ ) //ﬁ—\\ r
Minnesdta Student Opinion Surveyw . L ‘ N
.0 P
", » )‘ ‘\ . ‘ ’ >
( T : - . \\ 4

e N
' A [ A -
/' » . » 7
.‘ N : 1 ’ \.‘ .
. B .
{
- '
\ 4
* * .
. ' . o -
1.' . ! <
J . ,
« " ' R
-~ - .
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i ) Research an the stability of s ud nt evaluation instruments has

. educators.and psychometricians. Says

. Studies wvaries considerably. The major differences among studies are:

2 12 -Stability Studies - °

Vg

and his associates (1927) on the Purduel Rating Scale for Instructors
A]though a cons1derab1e number of stzdieshave been reported.,the use-

fulness of this kind of informatipn ha been questioned by severq]
-

) y]e (1975):

. _ .
. Nhile it would pe imbortant ;o
S (- 0 know the extent to which
- , ratﬂngs change over time .as
j:> a function of random or sys-
. . tematic rater, task, ‘and stt-
O . uational 'factors as distin-
1 .- guished from gnstructor and
~ course factors, the typical. .o
retest study is 'only margin-
aiiy adequate to the task,
. . © given that instructor Changes
‘ ~ ., are uncontrolled and trait -
¢ differences Jsually unexamined .

L] v

' ~ Researchers conducting stability studies have responded that

teaching behav16urs tend to remain stable over short periods of time ¢
even, for exampie, when 1nstructors are given feedback by way of .
student Levaluations (Murray, 1973) Therefore, retest studies are . s/
he]pfu] in identifying the extent of a major source of error variance '
that attrlbutdble to fluctugtions in student characteristics

As with studies of jinternal con51stency, the de51gn of stability

number of student raters, type and number of 1tems and very impor-

tantly, the time interva] between initial-test and retest. (In genera].
the stability of an instrument decreases with 1ncreasing time int&rvals
(Anastasi, 1976)). a

A11 of the studies summarized in Table 2. 3 with the exception of

Bausell et. al.(1975) examined stability within individiAT codrses over

relatively short periods of time (3 days to one semester). It is
probable that the majority of the variance in stability coefficients
among thgse studies is attributable to differences in the items and
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numbers of student raters: (criticél\r,vq1ues decrease with increasing
N). In general, these studies indicate that student evaluation instru-
uﬁents possess moderate to high.stability over short time intervals.
Another objection to stability studies is that voiéed by Kulik .
and McKeachie (1975): . '

L}

For educational administrators -and
' researchers, the meaning of these . _
reliability coefficients. is limited. .
Reliability coefficients for indi- n
vidual student ratings reflect the .- . !
degree of consistency of students. _ *
/, Most educational administrators and
: . researchers are concerned with the .
consistency of teachers and therefore
. are ‘more concerned with the. reliability
; * of clas$ ratings of instructors.

-

The study by Bausell et. al. (1975) is particularly interesting in
. : . N .
that it addresses the problems posed by Kulik and McKeachie. ‘- Rather
than using &ndividua]'stbdent ratings, class means were computed.
Class means for "same course - same- instructor" were correlated across ,
time intervals ranging from one semester to two.years: In essence, then, -
this study examined the combined stability of teaching behaviours and
§tudént ratings. The data are confounded, however, because raters changed
with c}ass enrollment” , . P . ,
Nonetheless, several interesting conclusions might be drawn by ¢
.comparing Bausell's mean stabitity coefficients (.64, .78 and .65) with
, those from within individual courses {Table 2.3). It appears that the
two are not strikingly dissimilar. This would argue that the'majority
of@he variability in student ratings can be attributed to the rater
and that teach}'o/g"ybehaviours remain fairly' stable e’;vgr lTonger’
periods of time. '
Costin, Greenough and Menges.(1971) summarize their review of
reliability studies in the following way: | ' N
It would appear, then, Ehat students
can rate classroom instfuction with
a reasonable degree of reliability.
, . In particular, the-evidence cited
concerning the stability of tudents’
S ratings argues against the contention )
Sevan that' student opinions of ,
" instruction are difficult to interpret- -

. since they might :be made after a.par-
ticularly good or bad atypical exper-

ience (e.g., a lecture). *

] €y *
2 .
‘-

| . . ‘ '
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Table 2.3 REPRESENTATIVE STUDIES OF STABILITY

. o}

- A i
Student Type of Time ‘9
Researgher Raters (N) Instrument Interval Stability
Remmers and 30-33 in 3 courses ° 10-ten-point 3 days .82-.92
Brandenburg { ratings 4
(1927) . (PRSI) _
Root *931) 200 in one cburse 50 item checklist . 4 weeks .95
Lovell and Haner 105 in 4 courses' 36 force<choice’ 2 weeks . .89
©(1985) - .- , tetrads - :
& Costin (1968) Unreported. number, '5 subscales, 3-5. ° Mid-semester " .41-.87
* . ’ mostly in sections five-poiqt ratings to end of 4
. ) of one large course each semester .
Kooker (1968) 92 in 4 sections 7 subscales, 7-14 - 2 weeks . .58-.87 4
five-pointiﬁatings N -
. each ..
, Same | Total scores 2 weeks .91
Cgstin (1971) 219 of 11 instruc- 4 subscales, 4-7 2 weeks .67-.77
., ‘ . tors . - five-point ratings . .
! AN . . each (fac}or scores) P
¥ . o
— Kohlan (1973) 271 in eight classes = 3 subscales, 4-7 2nd day of semester .55-.70
/ . ' five-point ratings to. last week of
each ' semester
Single general five-  2nd day of semestér , .58
point ratings to last week of sem-
. . ester
Bausell et al 41 courses 14 5-point ratings Fall 1968 to. Spring .
(1975) - 1969 ' - .31-.79 (%=.64)
: 39 courses 12 5-point ratings Fall 1972 to Fall  .64-.87 (x=.78)
s ]973 3 )
10 5-point ratings Spring 1973 to Fall 65)

37 courses

1973

.23-.80 (x=.

/

L]

o 2Burdue Rating Scale for Instructors

b i
. .

*Modified and Updated after Doyte (1975)

[y

£

o
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T 2.2 VALIDITY : | .

" In ‘general, the validity of a psychometric instrument is ‘an
assessment of what an 1nstrument measures and how well it measures
it Howe(er. these criteria are not sufficient]y specific to convey .
‘—the entire meaning ‘of validity. « . -
According to Standards for Educatienal and Psychological Tests
and Manugl (4974), a joint effort of ﬂhe American Psyéhoiogical
. Association, American Educationa] Research Association and the National
Council on Measurement in Educa ion, “validity information indicates
the degree to which the test is capable of achieving .certain’ aims."
"The aims of testing may be: \

“1.° .... to determine how an ind1v1dua1 performs at present in
. @ universe of situations that the test situation is claimed '

‘ to represent. {ex: school achievement tests)

2. .... to forecast an individual's future standing or to
estimate an individua]'s present standing on some variable
of particular s1gn1ficance that is different from the test.
(ex: scho]astic aptitude. tests)

3. .... to infer the degree to‘which the individual possesses :
" some hypothetical ‘trait or quality (construct).presumed to
be reflected in the test performance (ex: persona]ity

tests)

Based on these "aims of testing" three types of validity have
been recognized: content validity, critérion-related va]idity, and *
construct validity.
Content validity is a measure of the extent to which the instru-
" ment samples the universe of behav1ours about which genera]izationsare
to be made. Th]S type of validjty is important in scholastic and
vocational tests of knowledge or spec1f1c skills. For example, a
) valid test of arithmetic abi]ity would contain a representative,
' samp]e of addition, subtraction, mu]tip]ication and division prob]ems
at varying Tevels of difficu]ty and. abstraction. .
In order to examine the content va]idity of a test one must
first do a systematic ana]ysis of the behaviour domain covered by

a-
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the test Subsequently,'one,would examlne the numberand levels of : o '
spec1f1c test items to insure proportiona] representat1on and com- ' i‘
pleteness of coverage. l . $ C . 3 .
Criterion-related valtdity is a measure of how well a test 8t

.. pred1cts an individual's behaviOur in a given set of circumstances.
S Usually it is demonstrated by correlating test scores with some
' 1ndependent qpasure of performance For example, the Medical
) College Admiss1ons Test (MCAT) is deSIQned to predict academic
. success in med1ca1 school To the extent that it does so with
some degree of accuracy, it may be said to have cr1ter1on related
* . validity. ‘ : ﬂ%” L8 '
’ The APA Stagdard identifies two types of criterion-related '
- validity which d1ffer 1n the timefinterval between test administration -
» and criterion measurement. If the two dre separated by .a reasonable.
- period of time, the measure of association between them is referred -
' to as "predictive" validity. This kind of informat1on is most use-
ful in making decisions such as personnel h1r1ng or. class1f1cat1on
and student adm1ss1ons or placement '
- If a“test is adm1n1stered to an individual or group of 1nd1vidua1s
on whom cr1ter1on data is already available, the. -relationship is
referred to as “concurrent“ va11d1ty Knowledge of concurrent validity
is helpful in Lnterpret1ng the resd¥ts of tests which examine the
present status of an individual, (pat?ept, student, émplqyee) rather . \
than pred1ct1ng future status, ' . .
Comstruct validity is a measure of the degreé to wh1ch'test S
scores reflect some hypothet1ca1 or theoret1ca1 trait or factor. ) >
Examples of such factors (constructs) are. ischool motivation", )
"social 1ntrovers1on” manual dexterity" and “mathemat1ca1 apt1tude“ :
Construct validity is espec1a11y important in the clinical
app11cation of personality inventories for diagnosing behav1oura1 .
and emotional disorders. A number of these tests, 1nc1ud1ng the .
,, Minnesota Mu1t1phas1c Personality Inventory (MMPI) and the California
Psychologwcal Inventory (CPI), are purported.to have a.high, degree
of\construct'va11d1ty
Several procedures are commonly used to assess the construct
va11d1ty of a_particular test. The most 1mportant of these are correlations

-

- |
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w1oh’other tests which measure the same construct, an® factor anaTys1§" N ‘
~ " Factor" analys1s is a fairly sobhisticated analytic. procedure ) _
that is offen useful in 1dent1fying\commonalities n behavioural data. ©

The goal of factor, ana]ysis is to sse”whethér some underlying pattern

- of re'ationsh1ps exists Such that -the data may be re- arranged or

reduced to a'smaller set of factors. This is accomp]ished by ana]yzing : f T
“all possible correlatJons among items, rouping cdhmon items. together, ‘

and ass1gn1ng appropr1ate loadings (we!ﬂhts) to each. The clusters ) ~
.,so formed may represent unique factors or conqgructs. . )

N

2. 21 Va11dity Stud1es 0verv1eu

“The va11dation of a teaching eva]uatlon 1nstrument is an
espec1a11y difficult task when compared to the validation of other
test and measurefment dev1ces Each type of validity poses Special '
‘ prob]ems o ' ‘ )
| Content Valid1ty Presumab]y a teach1ng eva]uat1on inStrument
~possess1ng eontent validity is one’ that-has a representat1ve number
(and type) of items which measure teaching behaviours that affect ]
student 'learning. Unfortunate]y, thé platn truth of the matter is ¢
thaffwe know very 11tt1e about this domain of behavﬁaurs Ine fact
.1t has been suggested by some (Bugfi‘and Capie, 1977) that teaching
behaviours pay account for less than 10% of the var1ance in" student
ach1e¥ement ’ N 4 . ‘ v
Another approach is to ask students the criteria that they
consider important to teach1ng effect1veness "and thgp to. examine
.+teacher. rating forms for comp]eteness based on these cr1ter1a
" In fact, this may be a better measure of content va]id1ty in that )
these 1nstruments are 3es1gned to measure the student's’ percept1on L S
of teach1ng effectiveneis (TabTe 2. 4). . . L
~ The bswt and most w1de1y used teaching eva]uatlon instruments o '
ﬁ;re assumed to g&s:iis content va]idity bécause, as a f1rsL step in . PR <{ "
their construct1on, tudents (and faculty) are often asked to’ 1ist :
'characterist1cs of particu]ar]y good andfor part ?ar]y poor instruc- ' -
tors (Hildebrand et. al, 1971) The list of-characteristics is then T
tr}mmed by data reduction procedires (often factor analysis). and .
. Phraséd into items to produce the final 1nstrument £ .~“" L4 ‘

.

\ : Interdstingly, the factors most often named as.gﬂaracterfstic of
¢ g . L

N b
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graduates at .
University of

# by 177 junior-
years students

by 674 under-
graduates who

T . [ 3
¥ - : \ -
' ’ ‘ .
- Table 2.4 CHARACTERISTICS OF GOOD TEAGHING*
Bousfie]d] CHnton2 Deshpange, French4
- et al
-t B \ ~
Fairness Knowledge of Motivation Interprets ideas
. o subject matter. clearly
Mastery of subject Pleiking per- . Rappdrt Develops student
’ sonality - ¢ interest
Interesting presen- Néatness in ap- Structure ’Develops skllJ&
tation of material = . pearance and of thinking
work _ ’ ,
Well-organized Fairness Clarity~ . : Broadens
material : . interests
“Clearness of - Kind and Content mastery  Stresses important
exposition sympathetic . _materials
Interest in Keen, sense of Overload (too .Good pedagogical
students < humor much work) method ‘
Helpfulness Interest 1in Evaluation Motivates taq do
: profession WY _procedure ~ best work Ce
Ability to direct Interesting Use aof teaching Knowledge of
discussion_ . presentat1on . aids- .. subject
S!Hpgrity Alertness ‘and ‘ Instruct1ona] “Conveys new
/broadmindedness  ski = viewpoints
keénness of 4Knowledge of . Tbachwng styles Clear explan-
intellect methods - - . ations. , . -
"L Listed in order 2..Listed ip 3 Listed in 4. Listed in order
of importance, arder of ovder of of importance,
by 61 under.. importance, importance, by undergrad--

uates at the
niversity of «

Connecticut. -at Oregon State . rated 32 engi- Washington
/ . Un1versity .neering tea- - 4 .
P JY S "chefs, * Y.
) / . “ < v
‘*After R.T1. Miller, 97¢. - cont'd
- ( - 4 \
L « . e
ol |
,fﬁ"
LY . ’ ~ . ,
’ . W . "a
; T ' 25, . :
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Table 2.4 CHARACTERISTICS OF 600D TEACHING: ..con'td.
Gadzella’ PerryS - Jﬂe@el‘ Hi1debrand8

‘Knowl edge of
subject

Interest in sybject

A

Well-prepared for °
class

Sincere in%erest

Knowleédge of
subjeet

Fair evalua-

Dynamic and efer- °
getfc person

Explains clearly

in subjectn tor
Flexibility Knowledge of Explains " . 'Interest1ng pre-
) . Subject " clearly sentation
Well-prepared Effective teach- Enjoys teaching ‘
) ' ing methods . . :
Uses appropriate Tests for under-f . Interest in
vocabulary "standing students .
) » ) .
Fair in evaluation Friend foward '
‘ . \ studenty = - '
Effective commurii- - 7 : Encouﬁ@ges class
‘ , cation ' discussion
. ) *w Encourages indepen- D1scusses -other’
dent thought _poiﬂts of view
¢
-~ - ,  Course organ1zed ,
_ log1ca11y
7Motivates students
5 Listed in Order ‘\6 ‘Listed in order 7 kisted in 8. L1sted in order
of importance, of importance, .- order of 7 of importance,
by 443 upder- 1493 students, '« importance, by 338 under- .
graduates at faculty, alumi. .- 307 stud- graduate and -
Western Wash- * at Uh1vers1ty ents at graduate stu- ‘
ington State * of To]edo. "Philander &ents at Uni-
College ’ . Smith versity of
. College. California, .
- . A Davis. -
- « L.
, ‘& ) g é 4
) ’: ; . “ o 'S ,
&?- ": . ad-
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- good instrctors seems to'be fairly comstant.. Thus manly instruments
have items covering the following areas: 2
T’ " a) knowledge of subject . Y - ’

b) bifity to present material in a c]ear and nteresting mapner
c) ability to motivate students )

d) course organization ' " %
e) cgurse workload ,
. f) rapport A "

g) feedback - /
‘ h) _student evaluation (grading prOcedures)

Critérion- re]ated Va]iditz¢ The problem with criterion-related
‘validity is that there is a general lack of agreement on the criteria
Most people, however, would concede that a "good teacher" is one who
faci]itates student -dearning. As a result, many ‘studies have examingd
relatiﬁhships betiveen 1nstructor ratings and stu ent achievement as
the best estimate of criterion- related validity The major problem
- with this, of course, is that many factors may pffect learning; teaching
behaviours constitute only one of these factor (possib]y one of the
Teast significant factors) These. studies, then, are” confounded. by many

L variables not directly related to the teachin behaviours of the instruc- :
tor..

Another approach has beenAto examine ré]ationships between student
ratings of instructors and ratings of the sdme instructors given by .
other individuals. In most cases the "other individuals" are colleagues,
department chairmen, deans, alumni or paid/observers. In at least one
study (Centra, 1973) an attempt was made fo find relationships between
student ratings and self-ratings by instructors. In any case, mere
agreement between students- and other ob rvers probably constitutes
a’“weak measure of validity. :

A Construct Validity The major Problem with construct validity is
that "constructs"” concerhing teaching effectiveness are rather vague
and ill-defined. For ‘amp]e, the ¢ struct, "ability to motivate
students", may mean several th1ngs different people or even several
things to the same indivjdual. St




¥

. ‘ T 23
None-the-tess, two approaches h;ve generally been used to )
assess the constrict validity of teacher‘fating forms. One met hod b
is to»éxamine correlations betieen¢1nstruh nts. If two instru-
ments measure the same constructs, corresbonding items on the
instruments should be highly correlated. The second-appréach, and
one which has met with a regsonable‘amount'of success, is factor
analysts. If an instrument possesses construct validity, subscale
" ‘factor loadings should be relatively highl

4

d

yd 9 _

Perhaps the most common complaint voiced by oppongnts of teaching
evdluations is that ;hey are Suﬂjec \ student bias and that ratings
are affected by many variables Over which the instructor has no control.

, To test these hypothe§es~studies have examined the effects of a
ﬁumber of student, instfuctor. and class variables on tggcher ratings,
The remainder of this sectioh.summarizes the ﬂesulté of represen-

tative studies on: ., 0
1) Criterion-related Validity: Student Ratings and Ratings of
Ll ) Others >
; ) 2) Student Ratings and Achievement

3) Construct Validity: Factor Analysis

4] Effect’of Student Variables on Ratings .

'5) Effect of Instructor Variables on Ratings e
6) Effect of Class Variables oﬁ’Ratings

2.?2 Student Ratings and Ratings of Otﬁers

Several studies have examined correlations between student ratings’
and ratings given by colleagues (Table 2.5). In general, the coefficients
obtained haveiBeen.moderate, averaging .4.to .5. One study (Murray;/1973) ’
found a correlation of .82. N

« Ratings given to teaching assisfants in large courses by their
supervisors also correlate moderately well with student evaluations .
(.49; .62) as do alumni ratings of their former professors (~.5).

The highest degree of agreement has been found between ratings *

given by paid qbser&ers.éhd student ratiﬁgs (.92). 'Perhaps this study

o ; V 3
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Table 2.5 STUDENT RATINGS AND RATINGS.OF OTHERS = °

Study . . LF : Correlation Coeff_icient§
> ' o P T
. I. Colleague Ratings o o,
- * Maslow and Zimmerman _(1955 . .30 to .63
i Aldamoni and Yimer - (1973 .16 to .30 °
\ -Murray ~ 2(¥973 g .82 ’
Centra (1975) 00 to .54 .
', 1. Supervisor Ratings _ ‘
_Hayes - (19n1) - 7~ .62
" Costin . (1966 - - .49
/S 1
I11. Alumni Rafings . S
Druckey” and Remmers (1950) ) .40 to .68
_IV. Paid Observer Ratings - '
urray (1973) i .92
/!. Self-ratings
’ Centra (1973) : 2.
» ) » [ o
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is* the most significant in that the paid observers attended classes
th students and were thErefore in a. better position than other out-
i::de raters to judge the effectiveness of a given instructor. //
Finally, one study (Centra. 1973) examined re]ationships between
student ratings and 1nstructors self-ratings. The correélatians obtained
.were low, averaging .21. In most cases’-instructors tended. to rate
themse]ves more favourab]y than their students . . ‘ ST

2.23 Student Ratings ‘and Ach1evement .

Another way of 1opking at criterion-related Va11d1;y is to examine
relationships between ratings and student achievement. ‘AZcording to
Murray (1973), :

Students and faculty would agree that the
. ultimate criterion of good teaching is the
- extent to which students learn, or make
progress toward educational goa]s Most '
rating forms for student evaluation of
teaching are not intended to provide a
direct méasure of Student learning, but
they are designed ‘to measure aspects of
teaching (eg. clarity of presentation)
that would be expected to have some direct
“or indirect effect upon.student learning.
Thus it is reasonable to expect same degree '
of positive correlation between student rat-
- ings of teaching and objective measures of .
student achievement. '
Many studies have examined the correlation between ratings and
student achievement (Table 2. 6) In general, the evidence shows a
weak but positive re1at1onsh1p with correlation coeff;&jents averaging
,abOut .20 to .30. This 1nd1cateslthat instructors whd obtain favourable.
'ratings are more effective in facilitating learning than instructors
who receive less favourable ratings.- ,
One study by Rodin-and Rodin (1972) has received cansiderable
attention and caused a certain amount of contrgversy. The findings &f
this study show a strong n egativ relationship (-.75) between ratings
and achievement. One of the reasons it has caused so much discussion - |’
is that the findings were reported in Science, the prestigious journal
of the American Association for-the Advancement of Science. Nevertheless,
the regults have been- severe]y criticized on methodological grounds by

several individuals including Frey (1973) whose parallel study (also

-3y
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Table 2.6 STUDENT RATINGS AND AGHIEVEMENT

Study

Elliott (1950)

Morsh et. al. (1956)
Mckeachie =t al. (1971)
‘Rodin®and Rodin (1972)
Frey ‘(1973') |

Gessner (1973) ‘

Skanes and Sullivan -(1974)

Marsh et. al.1(1975)

CoB
Is .; M
-
" 5 '
) +
\ O
Correlation Between
Ratings and Achievement
+.2%
+ 730
- -.60.t0 + .72 (x= + .10)
S
+ .74 to + 91"
-+ .53
+ .39
- .02 to + .55
i .
¢




published by ‘Science) shows equally strong but positive correiations.

»

'2.24 -Construct Validity: (E;ctor Andlysis

R A.iarge number of factor analytic studies have been performed on

,student ratings The studies have generally been of two types. One

type of study attempts ‘to ex!rdtt the overall dimensions or factors

~desEribing "good teaéhing“ from pools of statements submitted by

students and faculty. This type of study has often been perfdrmed
preliminary to the development of a new teaching evaluation instru-
ment. A second type of study factor analyzes an existing instrument
to determine its factor structure for prectica] use in a college or
upiversity setting.

Probably the most 1nf1uentia1 factor analytic study was performed
by Isaacson, McKeachie, Milholland et.. al. (1964). In this study a
pool of 145 items describing teachers was reduced to 46 representative
statements. The 46 items were then factor analyzed for four separate
student samples. Six factors emgrged and were consistently found with
two administrations, in different semesters with different students, and
teachers. The 6 factors were labelled "Skill*, “"Rapport", “Structure”,
"Oyerioad“, "Feedback", and "Evaluation.”

The “first four of these items seem to correspond to similar

factors emerging from 11 other studies (Table 2.7). Tt should be noted

however that factor labels are derived somewhat subjectively and
therefore similarities may be misleading. It is remarkable though tg
observe the amount of agreement in studies spanning-a period of 30

.years. ‘It would seem that our basic conception of what constitutes

"good teaching" has not been altered significantly even with the intro-

ductfon of new instructional methods and modern technological advances.’

2.25 Effect of Student Variab]es on Ratings

+

Over the past 50 years many student variables have been -examined
as possible sources of bias in student ratings. While a number of
studies have iooked at personaiity characteristics, the factors most
often studied have been demographic in nature including students' ‘sex,
major, level (year in university), and course grades (Table 2.8).

The results of these studies have been quite variable bgcause of

differences in ‘experimental design and methodoiogicai rigqour. Nevertheless,

-
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Table 2.7 FACTOR ANALYSES OF STUDENT RATING INSTRUMENTS

Study - ) Skil Rapport ;Structnfé Overload Other
. 3 , N . p
Smalzreid & Remmers (1343) Professional Maturity Empathy _
- Creager (1950) Professional Impres- Rapport -~
’ sion ’
Bending (1954) Instructor'Competence Inétructor Empathy e « ° ; one othe
. , actor
Gibb (1955) Communication Friendly- Organization - Academic Emphasis
, Democratic : *
Isaacson et. al. (1964) Skill Rapport Structure Overload + two othe-
- g ) factors
o

Solomon (1966)

Turner (1970)

Deshpande et. al. (1970)
2nd-order factors

Hartley & Hogan (1972)

Frey (7973a)

- Merbachie & Lin (1973) -

Energy vs. Lethargy.

?

Excitfﬁg,'Humorous,
Stimulating

Stimulation
Overall Evaluatjon .
Teacher's

Presentations

,Skill

~ Lecturing ¥Vs.

" Student Par-
ticipation

Approachable,
Warm, Cheerful

Affective Merit
Student-Teacher
Interaction -

Teacher ,
Accessibility

‘(Group Inter-

action) .,

Structure or

" Control vs.

Permissive-
ness ’

Penetrating,
C]egr, *focused

Cognitive Merit
Organization

Organization,
Planning

Structure !

- Prepared,. Probing, + two othe:

Demanding

iStress

Load or
pifficulty

Work Load

Difficulty

- factors

+ two other
factors

Q .
o \

’

! After J.A. Kulik and W.J. McKeachie, 1975.

.
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it is poss§ble to draw some tentative conclusions from the work to dateé.
‘ Although severaigstudieéiﬁavg found. differences -among ratings of
male and female students (Bendiég. 1952, McKeachie‘et. al., ]971) the
weight of evidence fnoﬁ the besi.designed»studies‘showsno significant -
diffe?bnce!é Further fe,'there seems to be nowcomp]ex interaction '
\ effects between student sex” and inst%uctqr sex (Elsmofé and Lapointe,
| Lo ]974):‘ . . Lﬂ ‘
( ‘The studeﬁt’s,uqiversixy major seems to have no effect on ratings
Fowever universityl1é&3i4ﬂ§éar) has been shown rather consistently to
affect student evaluations. In most studies upper-level and graduaté-[
Jevel students rate their,instructoys and courses more favourably than

lower-level students.

N

Perhaps -the most controversial area of student eva]uatidn{ is the
effect bf course Q;ades or expécted cdh(se grades on ratings. Unfor-
tunately, findings in this area have bee\mixed. "A substantial number
of investigations have found significa’ and positive relationships
between, grades and evaluations (Kennedy, 1975), however an equal number
of studies have reported no suchke%fect.A Costin\~Greenqugh, and Menges

¢ (1971) summarize the research on gradés and ratings as follows:

Does the evidence, then, support an assertion
that a teacher can get "good" ratings simply by
» assigning "good" grades, or creating the .expec-
“tancy. that he will do so? "The fact that the *
N - positive correlations which were obtained
between student ratings and grades were typically
“ lTow weakens this claim as a serjous argument against
‘the validity of student ratings. The.positive
findings that do occur might better be viewéd as
a partial function of the better achieving student's
greater interest and motivation, rather than as a
* mere contamination of the validity of student
. ratings. ) : B
. ~
€ommenting on Costin, Greenough, and Menges conclusions, Kulik
, and McKeachie (1975) cite the work of Elljott (1950) and Morsh and
- Wilder (1954).. These findings support the beljef that the relation-

spip of graQes to ratings can be best viewed as the product of a complex

k] M -
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- _ Table 2.8 ' EFFECT OF STUbENf?VAkiﬂaLES ON_RATINGS
-~ p - , ' : .
TN
bt . .’
Student Varfgble Study - . Effect

2 S o
Student's Sex ‘

v

¥

Remmers (1939)
Bendig (1952)
Rayder (19682 ’

McKeachie et. al
(1971) .

Elsmore’ & Lapointe
(1974) .

no.significant effect
J
v, females rated less favourably
- no sign1f1céut effect'.‘ -

. females rated more favourably

:no significant effect

, Cohen & Humphreys

(1960)

' Rayder (1968)

no significant effect’

1 no significant effect

‘University level (Year)

'

- Remmers & Elliott

(1949) .

Gage (1961)

Miller (1972)

I

Fy

grad. students rated moreij'
_ favourably than undergrad.
Students o,

students in advanced courses
rated more favourably than
.those in lower level-courses

upper division courses were
rated more. favourably than
. lower division courses

Course Grade.

Voeks & French (1960)
Remmers (1960).
Kennedy (1975) .

-

L3

ey

.no significant effect

no significant effect
students receiving 'A' or ‘B

rated more favourably than

those receiving ‘C' or 'D'

' . -
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student ability-leVel by teacher preSentatiotheVe] interaction.

.if the instructer teaches for the br1ght
students, he wiTl. be approved by them and there - .
will be a positive correlation between .ratings -
. and grades; if he teaches for the weaker students,
* he will be disapproved by the bright students ‘ .
i and‘a negative coefficient will be obtained.
This sort of interaction could explain the co
., -+ diverse findings in 'this area reviewed by Costin, )
Greenough, and Menges (1971), who found that - »
». some studies report a negative correlation, some -
a positive correTation, and some a non~signifi-
cant correlation between student ratings and .-

grades. . —
- 2.26, Effect of Instructor Variables on Ratings s ’
'4 The effects of 1nstructor rank, sex and research product1v1ty

on student'ratings have been studied rather extensiveTy (Table 2. 9)..
With respect to academic rank findings are somewhat mixed, however,-
where significant d1fferences are found, ratings invariably favour
sen1or faculty members (Fyli and or Associate professors)

over junior faculty membees. The instructor's sex seems to haNe " .
no effect on ratings. . )

‘ ' One topic that seems.to spark cbnSiderable controversyfannng;
faculty memb everywhere is. the relationship between resgarch ‘[dﬁi

productivity and teach1ng ‘effectiveness. There are those _who cla1m ’f
‘that good teaching and good research 'go hand-in- hand; each compIe-
Jmenting the other. Others claim that the-two act1v1ties are mutua]]y
destructive; good teachers Have l1t§t: time forlgood resear;h and
" good researchers have little time foMstudents and teaching. Ong
position that 1s not often heard is that research abitity and teaching
abi]ity are essentia]]y 1ndependent traits; good teachers day'or may
not .be good researchers and good researchers may or may not be good i
teachers. ’ - o L
A The position that teaching and research are complementar;} act?vg-
1ties is supported in part by the work of Bresler (1968) and McDaniel
and Feldhusen (1970). Bresler ‘found that faculty membeérs who rgceive
~more outside funding for research purposes also receive‘ more favourable

student ratings. Unfortunate]y, Bresler s findings ‘were not accompanied
° . ~N .

-
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Table 2.9 EFFEC

, - ' . );/ '. ' .
T OF INSTRUCTOR VARIABLES ON RATINGS :

FrEY

-4"; . -~ L
Instructor Variable Study la = Effect
9 o F A bownie (1952) Fu'll professors rated more . .
" ‘ + ‘favourably than other ranks
Instructor Rank ‘Gage (1961) \ful] and Associate Professors
) . . rated more fafgurably than
.. ' - Asst, Professors and
' . - ‘ Instructors ,
R Lang‘n (1966) Qecreasing favourability as
LR . B follows: A3soc® Professors,
{ Assistant Prc(>fessors, . '
s o Instructors (Full Prof. not,
R _ . Stydied)
N , Aleamoni & Yimer - no significant correlation
S (1973) between rank and' student
. s ) . ratings
( : ' T N . o C
S 3 . E1liott (1950) m7 sfgnificant effect’
Instructor Sex Lowell & Raner K 'no sigmﬁcan‘: effect
- T (1ess) T gt
= Aleamon i & Yimer no significant e,ffect~
. ) (1973) . ’ ‘ ’ PN .
v .“; “Elsmore & Lapointe no S&O"ficaqt efféct’
= . |- (1974) - .
i Voeks (1962) ~° ~'| _no relationihip -between .
o ’ . ; 'n research productivity ‘and
.. - t . . student ratiné;s . .
Research Produgtivity , " : .
' . ‘Bresler (1968) “Faculty who were more success-
° - C- o ‘ful in receiving outside
. “ research_ funding received
; ) ) C '  more favourable ratings
. e . McDaniel & Feldhusen | . mixed findings.(see text),
. ' '~‘(1970) .. & < 5
- 7 ' Hayes (1971) « no_. relationship’between !
. ) R research productivity.and .
» . e o student, ratings
N ' A b . ‘ ‘J . . < .
6\ ' N % > : / \ 3 . . . Is
R ] -
vr - - [ 4 K J* -
. ! R - . ..( .
=P 41
PR 0




) 4(1968‘) whose :rebuttal was also publ fshed in Science. . - .

‘.
~
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by tests of statistical significance and varied great]y from. one academic
discipline to* anbther BresJer 3 research reported in Science was
severely criticized on statistica] and methodological grouids by Quereshi

McDaniel and Fe]ﬁusen studied the re-lationship of scholarly activity
(as ‘measured by 1) number of Ist and 2nd. autherships of booles 2) numb,er
Ist and“an authorships of Journa] artic]es, and'3) jgrant status) to )
studept ratings C“elations were- generaHy low, but signtficant and
posf ive relationships welp foind between second authorship of articles

and atings.  However, negative re1ationsh1ps were found between first

‘autn rship of articles or books amd ratmgs 'F rmore., no. differences
ueve found i s&t:ent rltings between ' facui‘ty me wh? held & rbsearch
grant and those%who did not. M AR ' . -

', x The work of Voeks (1962) and Hayes (1971) supporhthe cdntent.wn that
teaching effectiveness and résearch productivity are na»t related.” In the

’
|

Hayes study, research productivhy was meésured in three ways: R .
1) publ W’ation rdte (weighted by type of pub] 1;éat‘on)
2) graryf status, and N N
2 3) rating by department“‘chairman C }
Teaciy’ng effectiveness was measured by" “ ,“.,° S
s . - o .
1) average student ratings over &semesters and ) . '
. . \
2) department chairman's rating &f ability., 4 e Y

ainy one of the 51x possible corre]ations between research and a;hing ¥
measures was. found to be 51gn1ficant - that QStWeen chairman 3 research -
* ®ating. and Ch”{"w teac’ing rating P R .
n sunmary. it appears that if teaching effectiveness and research
productivity are related the relationship is at best a.wea cme The

strongest evidehce seems to support the contention tAhat the two actn(/ities
are in fact unrelated. : L | p ‘
2,27 Effect of Cli’SS--Variables on_Ratihgs T
. The effect; of two’ class variables !m student ratmgs have been
studied extensively (Table 2.10). fThese variables .are class size»and *
course statu‘s (i e.: whether course Js required or e1ect1ve for the
‘jority of the student! enﬂd)‘“ ‘ “ S -

.-- [ A.' L ‘

”
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Course status -
_,(compu1sory/e1ective)

2 T

¢

Cohen & Humph r‘eys

0. . & [ 4

; ¥ Table 2.10 EFFECT OF CLASS VARIABLES ON RATINGS
A i *, e ' . I (
Cass Varfable T Stdy ‘ “Effect . -
- a v
<« . s .
e Tt Gage (1961) curyilinear relationship; both .
N - ‘ large and small classes were-
@ PR . . | ; rated more favourably than .
: #, . D} ) " moderate-size classes ~
C]ass Size " | McDiniel & Fe]dhusen small classes were rated most
2% . (1971) . favourably .
‘a ' » .
< = Mﬂler (1972) smaH ‘classed were rated most
~ -~ ) favourab
T 1.
. Wood et. al.Z(1974) curvili eir relationship; both
Lot S Jargel\and small classes were
of - . rated Ypore favourab® than
S i moderate<size classes ,
' . - AleamoniW Graham " no signi’fican{effect o ‘
, T .(1974) 2 , oo
P : . .- -
Crittenden ef, al. small classes weve rated most
- »(1975) . , favourably .
‘ g : . L Y
) e |
o, s ] Levél1 '& Haner (1955) elective courses were rated more
p .

favourably than required courses

]
Lleotive courses were rated more

- (1960) - . e+ favourably than required courses
. | Gage (1961) 1 elective courses were rated more
. - ™ favourably than required courses
- ,1 L
““ - Miller (1972) © 7 | »o significant effect
. - - ) ! 7
J T > . .
s - ¢ .
e ~
. 2 . ’ . -
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It is. w1de1y believed that student ratings of courses and instructors
are inversely rejated to class size. In fact, the strongest evidence '
tends to support this view. Howbuer, a number of studieshave reported a
curvilinear re]ationship in which small and large classes receive equally
favourable eva]uations and moderate-size classes receive significantly

Yower ratings (Gage, 1961; Wood et. al, 1974). Other studies have

~ shown nd class-size effect (Aleamoni and Graham, 1974).

In the intraduction to theit paper Crittenden et. al. (1975) discuss
pessible reasons for these 1ncon51stent finding our. explanattions are
given. . - T X

F1rst, in many studies the samp1e size (number of c]asses) is
relatively smalj, cast1ng some doubt on’ the reliability of the results.
Second, thére is no agreement dmong studies regarding the- operational:

~ definition of size categories. For example} the _definition of "]arge"

has varied from "10 or more" to "200 ,or more. " Third, 1t may be that
some students alter their expectat1ons of 1nstruct1ona? performance
to take into account factors such as class'size.. Finally, some tnsti-
tutions or departments may attempt to- counteract the presumed c]ass size
effect by assigning their -best 1nstructors g;_g;lacat1ng more resources
to larger c]asses . o e

Crittenden and his associates goxpn to report the results of abﬂ

‘ we]l -designed study consisting of 98] classes at the’ Unwvers1tyﬁof

Mlinois at Chicago Circle, Theasame evaluatfon instrument was

‘administered in all c]asses and 8 sége categories were used without ° '
ning labels to them. (lass size ranged from urder 20 to over

600. \The findings show a clear linear relationship in which mean

stldent ratings decrease with'tncréasing class size. . \

The resalts of studies on the relatianship of course status )
6c‘ﬁpu1sory/e1ect1ve) to stuQenf ratings arefairly congistent. Although'
occas1ona1 studies- report no sign1f1cdht effélts (Miller, 19725 ther
weight of evidence supports the view. that elective courses tend to
recéive more favourable ratings than reqyired or compulsory &ourses,

our knowledge no study has' shown that students cons tently favour

- L]
required courses et e]ectwe courses. e at® .
e - ' N ‘
- ., ' =
, , # . . ,
. s N ‘ <
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IH. 'RELIABILIIY’AND VALIDITY OF -THE SOST
P .
This section presents/the me thods and results of the reliability

and validity studies o//fne SOST. - C .

@

3.1 INTERNAL CONSISTENGY OF THE SoST

-~

- Ss fﬁe internal consistency analyses were based-on 2229 student
.responses without regard to class or instructor (Students were enrolled
in 93 class sections taught By 53 different instructors.) Two- thirds
[{67:3%) of the respondents were &irst or second year xtidents and thes
majority (64.9%) were Social Science or Science and Mathematics maJors
. See Table 1.3 for afurther description of the’ students and instructors.

e g

Analytic Methods. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was calculated
for ‘each of the subscales ("Sections") using SPSS subprogram “Relia-
‘bility." Prior to the analyses several of the-item scales were reversed
(items 1, 16, 19, 24, 27 and 28) ‘to insure uniform directionality.

.
- s . . -
4

-

Resultss The Alpha coefficients: are reported in Table 3. 1. The
Alphas range from 19 to .80, Internal consistencies of Sections A,

B and C are moderate to,re]atively high and are well within the ranges
reported for other teaching evaluation instruments (Table 2.2). However,
the Alpha coefficients for Section D (.37) and Section E (. 19) are
unacceptably Tow., :

An exadhnation of Secti D ("Feedback") by anclysis of v!riance
procedures showes that ngrslbale item is- largely responSible for the
Tow. reliability. However, the deletion of item 25 tUinstructor’ s:
expec¢tations for Student performance ") would raise the Alpha
coeffitient to .45. Two possible explanations for, this‘come to mind.
First, the item jtself seems to” have little relationshib to "Feedback" '
as’ do the other items, to some extent. Second, the Likert scale ]
descriptors ("very low, low, average ....")\are different from the -
descriptors ofs!e remaining 3 1tems ( "strongly agree, agree, not sure.

As with Séctiorl D, the, Tow internal consistency for Section E
("Standards")™¥s not attributable to any single gtem. Items 26 and 27 seem
to cover course wquloqd whereas Item 28 is an eva1uction of the coursgs
asstgnments. " Deletion of Item 28 would raise the Adpha coefficient ‘to..28.
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—
. ‘ .
& . \ €. e : . »

Table 3.1 INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF THE SOST |*2

.

T ) ATpha 1f —

Subscale Cronbach's Alpha . ° . Ttems Item Deleted

> : .

9 ~ 74

»

, : 0 - .70

Section A .78 N ‘ .75

12 - 73

- 13 : R |

- | 1w .78

. . ,

| . - .15 .50

Section B .65 16 ‘ R

' > N A .41

. v/ : ‘

. : - o w( 18 , .73

Section C. | .80 19 ¢ : .76
— 1. 20 74,

' L ‘ ' 21 .75

» * .

N : 22 .24

A _ 23 , .08

Section D- - S 1 A T 24 ) .35
- S s ] 45

‘ 26 . .14

Sectiow E ' ’1"9_/ 27 -.09

~ ST - 28" ] - .28
]Calculation of A]phas based on 2229 student responses without regard to class or

1nstructor . . . -

Sca]ings for the following 1tems.wene reversed prior to data ana]ys1s ‘1, 16,
19, 24, 27 and 28.

. AR

16

1
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3.2 " STABILITY OF THE sosT

-

§§_ The stability ana]yses were based on the-responses of 435
students who were enrolled in 25 sections of an introductory Psychology
course (Psychology 115a). A]though descriptive data for these Subdects

‘were not analyzed the students typically tepresent a wide spectrum
of interesfs, motivations and university majors.

T The format of the course requires students to attend 2 weekly
meetings led by a graduate tegghing assistant and 1 weekly presenta-
tion by & guest lecturer

Student enro]]ment in sections ranged frem ~
- 18 to 88:with an avérage enroliment of approximate]y 36 (35.8). The
grading procedure is based on 4 objective mid- term examinations (70%)
;’ ' which are the same for all students enrolled in the course and a o
~ series of small projects (30%) assigned by individual section Teaders.

Experimental Design and Analytic Methods

Stability by the test-retest method'was examined for intervals
of 7 days, 14 days,.21 days, and 28 days. The following data collection
‘procddures were employed. Ce ' A
_ = All students evaluated their section leader by completing the SOST
“on November 11 or 12 (depending on meeting day). A second evaluation
'~was completed according to the following schedule:

. Sections 1-6 on ' ‘
Sections 7-12  on  November 25 or 26 ‘ ' ‘
sections T8-18 on  December 2 and 3 '

®  Sections 19-25 on December 9 and 10

November 18 or 19 )

‘Each student was assigned an anonymous,code number. The code '
numbers, which were used in 1ieu of names or student 1.D.s, permitted
" the matching of first and second evaluations by student.
- ~ were obtained for 435 students.
" Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated
Using SPSS subprdgram "Pearson Corr." Within interval groups, all -
data was pooled and correlations wege calculated without regard to .
section or instructor. Stabilities were examined for individual - . a '

A
Matched pairs--

\ 1tems_on]y ‘The Ns associated with 7 day, 14 day, 21'day and 28-day intervals
wege 129, 108, 87, and 111, respectively. o )
Cp V ’ g




" )
Results. Stabil{ty coefficients\are reported in Table 3.2.
Coefficients ranged from .40 to .77 (7 day interval), .22 to .73
(14 day interval), .12 to .76 (21 day_interval), and .19 to .68
(28 day interval). These coefficients are moderate to Tow but, with
a few exceptions (asterisks), generally within the range reported for
other instruments (Table 2. 3) ] ' .

: 0 "It s generaHy not acceptable to compare unadjusted correlation
/coefficients derived from sources with varying sample sizes since the
significance level of r depends- on N. The calculation of mean stability
coefficients across several items is also considered, by some, to be a '
questionable practice, It is, however, interesting to note that even

with decreasing Ns the mean stabiht‘coefficients decrease as the
time interval increases (compare 7 ddy mean to 21 day. mean). This |
decrease is probably due to both errpr variance associated with the .

, , Students as well as true changes in the students' perceptions of their

instructors and the course,

3.3 QB}TERION-RELATED VALIDITY: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOST RATINGS
AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Ss These analyses were based on the responses of 620 students
‘enrolled in 25 sections of an introductory Psycho]ogy course (Psycho]ogy
115a).  The sample population was characteristica]]y somewhat
different from the total data pool (Table 3.3). The sample was com-
posed of a relatively larger proportion of Arts and Social Science
Majors (61. 5%) and a smaller’ proportion of Science and Mathematics
majors (16.9%). Over 80% of the subjects were first year students
Although the sex of the subjects was not asgertained, enrollment .
figures for the course genera11y show an equal mix of males and females.

"Analytic Methods. A1l analyses were based on section means. The
" mean SOST ratings for each section were calculated using SAS procedure

. / "Means " In addition, the mean total achievement scores for each

section were calculated: The 'total achievement scores were. expressed

. as percentages and represented the weighted performance on 4 multiple- *
choice examinations (70%) and several "subjectiVé“jﬁrajects assigned

by individual séction leaders (30%). Mean total achievement scores
ranged from 69.4 to 79.7- for the 25 sectiops.

-
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A Table 3.2 STABILITY 6F THE S0ST. "2
_ Stability Coefficients .
7 days d 14 days- 5 days 28 days
. Itepgzs‘ } (N12) - | (Ne108) (N=87) - (N=111)
R 50 .63 60 50
e 10 62 - .65 © .56 61
S\ . .40 51 .46 .33
12 7 .67 76 .39
13 ‘ .50 . .56 :36 .40
T s ' Jr .39, .67 .62
15 .65 .59 L 24%x .36
16 49 .44 48 . (23w
17" .63 1 .63 " 42 27w
18 | 73 .73 i .50 .
19 .63 . .54 46 - .35
T 20 5 .63 62 46 55
) 21 .49 .63 .58 - .59
I ' .43 48 NP 9%+
23 . . .65 : .50 .55 26%
24 40 . L 2p¥ws .46 .44
. 25 ‘ .46 56 49 47
' 26 .63 .56 | .62 .68
27 , .65 S| - N B
28 /.54 .43 28w 35
Mean (all jtems) /.58 © .53 L a9 43

]Because of differences in N among groups s should not be c.omparj deagross
columns. N

'ZAH Ps are significant at p< .001 w;th exception‘ of asterisks
¥*p < .05, *p >.05).

L 3
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Table 3.3 PROFILE OF INTRODUCTORY PSYCHOLOGY STUDENTS
& (N=620) |
Frequencies et
Item A~ B C . D J‘§5E
] Arts Soc. Sci. |Sci. & Math | Business " Other*
. : . . 16. 6.7% 15.0%
| 1. My ma{or is in \ 21} _ 40.5% 16.9% - "’/5,
Hon. Prgm Gen. Prgm | ® ,
/
2. This course is part of .
my: - 41.9% 58.1%
) . 0-2 3-7 8-12 13-17 18--
3. 1 have completed the .
following number o¥ 82.4% 13.1% 2.8% 1.6% = 0.2%
University level fujh .
courses: -
//"\\ Superior Above Avg. Avecgée Below Avg.]” Fa4ling
) > .
" 4. Rati mysglf against the
‘\performance of other . 3.9% 36.5%. 51.9% 7.1% 0.6%
nts in the class, I ‘
dee myself in one of the =
following.groups.
Yes No Not Sure N
5. This course was compu1- . : . ’ -
sory. 40.7% 54.5% 4.9% -
I L
Yes No
6. My attendance and punc-
tuality have been 90.0% 10.0%
consistently good. .
\ 4G , | |
Excellent  JAbove Avg.. Average Below,Avg.- Poor
7. Compared to other courses / ‘
I have taken, 1 consider 8.5% 40.3% 42.3% 7.6% 1.3%
my effort in this course . , . | ,
to have been:
: _VYes ‘ No R , ’
8. 'I have found the material ] .
this course to be in- 24.2% 75.8%
[]{k(herently difficult.
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Pearson product-moment correlatfons were calculated between
mean SOST ratings and mean total achievement scores across the 25
sections using SPSS subprogram "Pearson Corr."

Resu]tst The correlation coefficients are reported in Table
3.4. Eleven (11) of the 20 coefficients are significant at the ,05
~ level or better. This number of significant correlations is consid-

erably greater than would be expected by chance alone.
) Of thé 11 significant correlations, 10 are found among items
in Sections A, B’and C'of the §Q§1.' This would argue that the
instructor's abi]ity'to communicate with and motivate students is
more important 1n promoting learning than the assignments, w0rkload
or evaluation system employed in the course, It further amngues. that
good teachers (those who promote learning in their students) receive
good-evaluations and that poor teachers receive poor evaluations.

An exam1nat10n of individual coefficients shows that, a]thoggﬁ
many are statistically s1gn1f1cant the absolute values are moderate
to Tow. Thes€ findings are cons1stent with much previous work on
the subject (Table 2.6). . '

It will be noted»that lzny of the signiﬁjcanf correlations in
Table 3.4 are negative. Howkver, an inspection of the item scales
shows that where negat1ve corre]ations are indicated, a low scale
score (A or B) implies agyeement with a generally positive statement.
Furthermore where significant correlations are positive, a high scale
score (D or E). implies disagreement with a generally negative state-
ment. In sum, regard f the direction of the correlation
;oefficient (+ or -)\Q@11 sigrificant coefficients imply a positive _
' relationship between teaching effectiveness or course structure and
student achievement.

The Targest correlation -coefficients are assoeiated with Items
21 ("The instructor was successful in making difficult material
understandable’), 18 ("The instructor made this course as interesting
as the subject matter would allow."), 10 ("The instructor presented
! material in a coherent manner, emphasizing major points and mak1n‘

re]ationships clear.") and 9 ("The 1nstructor is clear and audible.").
A11 of these 1tems seem to be related to the instructor's general
ability to communicate. )
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Table 3.4 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SOST RATINGS AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 152,3

kS

—

Correlation Between Item and -
Item Total Achievement Score (r) ¢
9 -.55%*
0 ) -.56%*
n . 37%
12 -.29
"3 -.42%
14 .02
15 -.43* )
. 16, ' .02
17 -.42*
18 - 57HEx
19 ’ .38* , ¢
20 -.43*
21 - 5%+
22 -.31
23. .07 ' !
24 .36*
25 - % .10
LR
26 .15 N
27 .10
28 “ -.09

r
A

***p <.001, " **p<.01, *p<.05
N.B.:

'

In some cases a negatiye correlation 1mp1%es a positive relationship-

because of the direction of the item saale (see Results section 3.3). -

Item kespdnses~wereycoded as follows: A=1, B=2,

A

-

-—

C=3, D=4 and E=5',$

‘0, . ’ N
- ¢ dr
Al ~
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3.4 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE SOST

; .

Ss” The factor analysis was based on the responses of 2229 students.
For a description of these subjects see TabTe 1.3.

nhnalyticanethods The factor ana]ysis was performed by SPSS sub-
program “Factor" with the PA2 factoring method using varimax rotation.
This procedure calculates a principal-component solution with iteration
and employs orthogonal rotation with Kaiser Normalization. Thé factoring
method replaces the main diagonal elements of the correlation matrix

" with communality estimates and employs an iteration procedure far improving

the estimates of communality. . , .
The eigenvalue criterion for establishing the number of components
(factors) was.J. To simplify interpretation and minimize the number

' of cross-loadings, only loadings of .40 or greater were 1nterpreted

.loadings (10, 18, 21 and 9) assess the instructor's coherence and’\
-clarity of presentation and his sucgess in making the subject matter

s

Results. Five &tors emerged from the ana]ysis (Table 3 5). These
factors acgounted far 55.3% of the variance in the data. The first

factor by itself accounted for 30.0% of the total variance.

The communalities (total variance of an item accqunted for by the
combination of all connnn;factors) ranged from .08 (item 27) to .68
‘(item 10). The average was approximately .40 (.402).

. The factorial complexity of the rotated matrix was re1at1ve1y high.
A number of items loaded significantly on at least two factors An
interpretation of the factor structure is complicated by these cross-
loadings (Table 3.6).

Factor I: Instructional Skill R

The first factor is-a measure of the 1nstructor $ general ability °
to communicate with and motivate Students. Items with the highesf

ror

interesting and understandable. ~

Factor II: Interaction . e

r~

The second factor' seems to relate to student teacher rapport and
the general level of verbal and written exchanges between-the instructor

and the student.

N

. F

. 59 C
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Table 3.5 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF sosf/, “
©(NsZ229)\

“Communality’

Varimax Rotated Factor M‘atrix

Factor 1

| f-'acter 11

Factor 111

Factor 1V

{actqr“’ 'l

.44
68
.38
45"
.38,
.30
A1
.20
.48
.57
.48
.51 .
.57
.39°
.30
.51
"2,
.31
.08
.36

.60 .
JF
.52
.48

.35,

A7
.32
12
.29
.63
.47
.43
.61
.10
15
.14
.05
.06
.08
.2

v .18
18
- 12
.07
.24

* 12
.39
-.31
.50
.37
-.37*
.55
.42
.60
.38
.15
.0
.04
05
.56

-~

L

. .00

»

.03
-.05
* .06
.07
-.03,

-.12

.07
-.03
.26
t-".’|2
.03
12
23",
13
.49
.55
-
.06

~

21

.22
-9

.46
40
.50

’ 4
.37

-.25
0%
.16

ot

.10

0,
N
R
.13

-2 .

-.01

-.03
.07

.05 -

By

4.

.09
.09
. A3
-.05
.2
" .06
-.01
N
.03
.03
.21
.05
04"
. -.01
.24

[

.01

.25
.03

9

.66 -

-.06 -

.

25 -
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a‘\ ;/f '_ ‘ 1Y \ Q hd
- P . =~
v : .| Fagtor | . . .- ’ \}
_Factor . ' .| Loadings | _ Items . oy
> "" . YL & :
- .}, 60 39, The Instructor is clear and audible.
v el 772 10, The Instructor -presented materia] in cohérent
* : "". ., U mnner stp e o ‘
I Instructjonal |- =57, b Course material was. disorganized and hindered o
o skifhs g ¢ | defStanding. |~ veo o~
o : ) ; 12.‘ structor was consistently prepared for - ‘
s PRI TR -+ At 2lke-D |
oo j&q ' 18. The ﬁnstructor made this course as interesting .
Co o . T as_the subject matter would allow. - . -
. e .47 . 19 The InsKuc‘i\:or did not increase my interest in -
: ‘ “the_sub¥Rc tter ..... -
e K "} - -43 - | 20. The .Instructorpotiyated me to put forth a
. e; : . |' . good effort. - ] - A,
. % .61 " 21. The Instructor- was-successful in nTaking diffi--
< ts PR B --cu]t"materia’l uhderstandab]o ~
1T Interaction |.. .50 : |- 17 The Instructor maintained a generaﬂy he]pfu]
T L attitude toward students ..... °
. e . .55 20. The Ins.tructor motivated me to put forth a .
ol RSP S - good effort. - S e : )
“ @ |° 92 | 2. The Instructor was successful in making diffi- .,
et . ‘ _ cuit material understandable.
& 1 e 22. Verbal or writtep*eomments on- assignments’ have -
e T S 7 2 been constructive.
.56 28, The ‘assignments provided a_valuable learning :
v ' experience. - _ , - L TN’
N ﬁ—" M * ” v
Y 25. The Instructor's expectations for%tudent per-’
A formance were ..... )
. : ‘ .55 77 ﬁ:’ The amount of work required for this course has
A o been ... .
&\( "p \J’.H‘Y , ) ‘~ 'S / , - - .
v 'Drgtnization 8.46 - | 12. The In’s’tructor was con ently prepared for, g
2 kRN & T # class. ~ - P
L w® J .40 ‘:13 The Instructor was clea™on what was ‘expec d.:.. ';Jn
'g‘, , ' .5Q. . 14. The Instyuctors endance and pun'tuaTity have. C
SEREAEE CER een consist?n ly gooqx
V Feedback. ™ | .66~ ¢ 24 Throughout course, - } have nof*&en ab]e to
. * o b assess.my progr ss and achievement 9 .
e a S S . ) )
/ - ) ,\ t T >

. . ] ‘ “ \N_‘H'- N "' o‘ . ) )
N ‘ ;"_ . ) f aA 55‘ ¢ ) ‘}q X . (




.Factor T1I: Workload|® =~ | . Ry

The -third factor isa Sasure of the amount of student effort 3
% ~ required by the ifstructor apd th'\"éourse The two 'Ltems with high g e L,
" ' loadings on this factor (25.3nd 26) assess the amunt of work required #
* for the coge and the instructor's expectations for s!u{ent performance T

@ M BN

P i-%cgﬁlv Orgamzatid AN , o ‘ -

~
The fourth factor is arjassessment of the organizationai skiHs

v of the instructor. Items ioading highiy on this factor (12, 13, and 14)
pertain \tos the instructor S attendance and’ punctuahty, his preparedness,
and the ciarity With which he has stated his’ objectives and requirements ‘ .

gtorv Feedback =~ - &P A

s - The fifth factor (Item 24) is a measure of tl‘ie extent 'to which the
" ¥ studen‘t is able to judge his ievel of performance in -the course.

|

~

- s -

2
-

. \ - a
- 3.5 THE EFFECT 0F STUD? VARIABLES ON \SOST RATINGS - . EESEE
_ “Ss }hese ana}yses were based on the enti re data p'ooi consisting of &

2229 student, responses’ regardless of elass se(;tion or instruo?or (exce ¢ )
ww noted) For a description of tbesesubjetts see Tabie i. . ' ,

»

t v Anaiytic Methods Anaiysis of variance ﬁ cedures were used-to’
exawine the effects of the foi‘lomng variables 8n student: Tratings:
\ ) (H the student's. (faculty affiliation Ttem 1). (2) the'student §."

vei (number of courses compléted - Item 3); (3) the ‘student's percep-
tion of his. own’ performance relative to other stude # the c]ass ' )
& [ (Item.4); 3P whéther the: course was: compu]sory or eiective (Item 'B); el ;e

< L (5) the student' s perception of his effort in the course relat\ile to .
I, , other courses he has taken (Item 7). - i S U
~

e

)

- A series. of @ne-way muitivariate and univariate ana]yses of variance
were perforjned using the-"General Linear Modeis" (GLM) procedure of the.
' SAS package b fixed-effects model (I) was used: Only the univariate
a -« F- rétios and their associated significance Tevels are reported Post’
i ,'" hoc analyses were not performed, however, means and standard dev1ations o
| were caicu]ated on dnova lev.eis using SPSS suhprogram "Breakdown " ,: )

. ~
3.51 The Effect of Student's Major on sost Rati ngs . ’ . ' R Y

[T

AH analyses of 'varfance showed significant differences in SOST
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ratings by sgud\nt maJor (Table: 3 7). Bustness majors rated their

1nstructors and -courses. most favourably en 12 of £he 20 items. Arts

.maJors rated most favourahly on 6 of the items and Arts/Business

majors rated idéntically on,2 iteMs N ' * s .
- /Least favourable ratings were. given on 12 items by students who
identified their major as ”othér " Sgience and Mathematics majors
rated their ‘instructors and courses 1 ast favourably :Awa items.
Although no "simple and tota]ly Onsistent attern emerged from*
these analyses, it appears that Business major more 1en1ent
(favourable).in their evaluations than non-By; s studeqts
Furthermore, Scéience -and Mathqpatics students and l‘others“ tend to
be harshest (least favourable) in their ratings. .
It shou]d be pdinted out that Business students constituted

'lthe smallest group in the saimple popu]ation (8.8%) and that approx-

imately 30% of _these ratings were obtained .in only 2 .class sections.
'In additiom,. the .Science and Mathematics stydents, comprised that
largest group (40.4%) and evaluated the ‘largest number of cqurses and
,1nstructors A]though no tests’ for homogeneity of variances were
performed heterogeneity might account fq; some of the observed

- ‘differences This exp]anation is unlike]y, however,-since F is known

Ll

[}

i
L]

o

“to be rpbust w1th respect to departureS*from homoscedasticity :
(winer, 1971). . . .

w

“3 52 -The Effect of Student s ‘Level on-SOST Ratings ' \ k.

> Thirteen (13) of the 20 SOST items showed sjgnific¥nt differences
by student level (Tab]e 3.8). " As yith student major, -no clear and con~J
sistent pattern 1s discernable on the basis 6f the number of courses
completed by/the student although a few generalizations can ‘be_pade,

Upper-Tevel students (those hav1ng‘§ompieted at least 13 courses)

tended to rate: their instructors moré fayourably t¥8n lower-level Students
n terms of ability te communicate ~and motivate (Items 9, 18, and 20).
In addition, upper 1eve1 students were more inclined to rate the’

: 1nstructor S expectations (Itém 25) as high and: the course’ w0rkload

(I'tem 264 as. rélative]y heavy. Finally, hqnours and graduate level

' studentsj{la or more courses) conside?ed their instructor’ S punctuality
" to have been better than other students (Item\14) however, they consid|red

. . » :
‘ .
:
,

8

-



- (N=2229)

T Mggﬂéggnd (Standard Deviations) by Major

Arts (A)

’ gSOC1dl'
Science (B)

‘Science

and Math: (C)-

Business (D)

Other kE}

F ratio

2

1.76 (.80)

2.10 (1.05) .

3.92 6.98)
1.79 (.88)
1.76 Y09
1.35 (.59)
1.66 (.77)
3.76 (.93)
1.86 (.84)

23°a.1).

43 (1.15)
65 (1.00)
31 (1.00)
49 (.94)

86 (.95)
8 (.75)-
42 (1.05)
78 (1.29)
26. (.95)

2.
3.

2.

2.

2.

2.22 (.98)" —T
3.

3.4

3.

2.

2.

1

1.84 (.86)

~2.197(1.08)

'3.82 (1.02)
1.83 (.83)
1.86 (.96)

1,41 (.8

1.75 {.86)
3.68 (.89)
1:97 (.88)
2.32 (1.10)
3.24 (1.15)
2.78.1.03)
.2.38 (,93)

. 2.58 (.87)

2.38 (1.02)

3.82 (.93) .
3,48 (.67)
- 3.48 (1.02)

2.77 (1.21)

2743 (.99)

1,93 (.90) ©

2.34-(1.06)
3.65 (1,03)

. 1.92-(.90)

2.08 (.99)
1.53 (.67)

N .
" 1.93 (.94)
3.60-(.96) .
S 2.02 (.87)

2.37 (1.02)
3.24 (1.12)
2.76 (1.00)
2.53 (.95)
2.70 (.98)

- 2.60 (1. 04)

3.58 (.98)
356 (.75)
3.50 (.86)
2.93 (1.21).
2.47 (.96)

LI

-

.. 3.58 (.85)"

S 2.51-(1.23)

1.63 (.73)
1.89 (.83)
4.00 (.89)
1.62 (.75) -
1.74 (.74) -
1.28 (,54)
1.72 (.80) -
3.57 (.98)
1.94 (.81)
2.07 (.97)
3.34 (1.10)
2.54 (.99)
2.31 (.86)
2.69 (.91)
2.37 (.89)
3.45_(1.03)

3.68 (1.02)

z.as (-.86)

2.24 (1.13)
2.43 (1.09)
3.66 (.99).

1.87 (.76)

2.02 (.97).
71,56 (.74)

2.07 (.97)
3.51 °(.89)

‘! 21 (.90)

2.66 (1.16)
2.98 (1.20).
3.10-(1.04)
2,66 (1.13)

© . 2.79-(.88)

2.43 (.99)
3.52 (1.02)
3.40 (.87)"

3.63 (1.0
2.76 (1.2@" ‘

A

¥

17.08

12.4}

"7.20¢

9.33
n.73.
.37
12.80
.70
6 53°
10.19
6.09

10.53

6.93
4.3
7.40

. Nnar

2.73*

" 3.23%

4.52%

_5.94

-

265 (1.63)‘

. . ﬁ f
! The number of miss1ng cases, varied by item with a range of 0.5% to 4, 7% Basad on 2217 responses (0 5% missi--

the breakdown of responses by major was: Arts (13. 1%), cial Science (24 6%), Science and Math (40 4%);
Bus1ness (8.8%); Other (13.1%)° ) : ) ]

f o d

[fRJf: All Fs are s1gn1f1cant at P <.0001 with exception of asterisks (**p<:‘01 *p<(.05)
" Full Text mm- by ERIC. . ‘ " ) - i
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**p<.01,

f)(;

‘ P

f\' Table 3. 8 THE EFFECT OF STUDENT'S LEVEL ON SOST’RATINGS]

. (N=2229)
{ . - .

o _ Meaf® and (Standard Deviations) by.Level , _
tem | 0-2 (A) 3-7 (B). - 8-12 1;)‘ _13-17 (D) 18-- (E) F‘ra¢f02:.

9 |1.88 (.84) | 1.99 (.9) . 2,13 (1.06) | 1.84 (1.02) 1.72 (:?0) 8.02
10 | 2.26 (1.08)| 2.2 (1.05) | 2.35 (1.06) 2.93 (1.1} || 2.22 (1.09) 1.24(NS)
'13.80 (.95) | 3,70 (1.05) | 3.68 (1.04) | 3.77 (1.11) | 3.89 (1.10) | T.90(NS)
12 1.0.91 (.85) | 1.83 (.80) ' | 1.81 (.80) 1.65 (.81) “1.91 (.96) | © 4.72%%+
3 1.9 (.93)" | 1.93 (.91) .1.99 {.93) | 1.80 (.90) 2.20 (1.17) | 6.86
14 1 1.46 (.67) "|" 1.47 (.67) 1.53 (.74) 1.48 (.64) * | -1.36 (.57) |- 2.52%-
15 | 1.85 (.91) | 1.82 (.88) .1.98 (.96) | 1.79°(.87) - -.| -1.80-(. 87) | - .1:90(NS)
16 | 3.57 (.87) | 3.66 (.92) 3.73 (.96) 3.95 (.96) . 3.55 (.11 | - 5.94 -,
17" 1. 2.03 (.85} | 2.00 (.88) . 2.09 (.91) 1.90 (.88) - 1.94 (.89) . . 2.05(NS)
18 2.40 (1.06) | 2.41 (1.09) 2.41 (113) | 2.09 (1.05) | "2,22 (1.07)| 5.97
19-° | 3.20 (1.72)| 3.18.(1.19) 3.26 (1.18) | 3.46 (1.18) |, 3.29 (i.15) . 1. 79(NS)
20, | 2.88 (.99) | 2.80 (1.07) | 2.73 (1. 0¥) | 2.44 (1.06) 2.41 (1.02) | 11.44"

21 [,2.47 (06) | 2.46 (.93) 2.55 (1.02) | 2.32 (1.05) Z.84 (1.02), ~ 1.43(NS)
22 "] 2.69 (.86) | 2.64 (.93) 2.59 (.94) "1/2.51 (1.00) | "2.65 (1.03) | @.24* "
23 | a7 (1:02) - 2.40°(.99) .| 2.407¢. 97)' 2.26 (1..00) '2.54 (1.06) 3.80%%
vz 5.12‘(.96) "1.63 (1.02) 3.58 (.96) 3.63 (1.00) 3.50 (1.05) } . 5.70

25 | 3.42 (.wm| 3.47 (.77) 3.38 (.82) | 3.70 (. 79) 1 3.88°¢:83) | 11.22°
26° | 3.54 (.95) | 3.48 (.98) 3.26 (.98) | 3.55(.9) | 3766 (.97) | 5.77 =...
27 .| 2.69 (i.zg) 2.93 (1.26) 3.02 (1.18) | 2.95 (1.22) 2.86" (1. 23) R
28 | 2.45(.93) | 2.45 (1.01) 2.50 (1302) 2.38 (1.15)%. | 2.40 (.97} 0.76(NS)

. "-" ’ .

The number of missing cases range'ﬁ from 1.2% to 5.2%; Based on 2202 responses '[

(1.2% missing) the breakdown of responses by levels was: 0-2 (52.0%); 3-7 - o -
(15.3%); 8-12-(10.5%); 13-17 (8.4%); 18- (13.7%). , -
A1l Fs are, s1gn1f1cant at p <.001 with exceptions of (NS) andbasterisks (***p<.001,- .

*p<.05) - ‘ y -1 .




" the ‘evaluation system less fairly applied (Item 23), their ability to
assess their owh progress and achievement -less marked (Item 24), and
the instructors expectations less clearly deTineated (Item 13).

In _general these findings are supportive of previous work which
has-shown that upper-level students tend-to evaluate instructors’
presentations more positively (Table 2.8). '

/ .
3.53 The Effect of- Student s Performance on SOST Rating .

Sixteen (16) of the 20.S0ST items showed significant differences
., #when responses wére classified by the student's perception of his own
‘performance relative to~other students in the Class (Table 3. 9)
These, findings are 1nteresting on several accounts.
Quite aside from the question at hand. the percentages of students
_who c]assify themsaives in each category is at least of passing 1nterest.
Over-88% of the students see themselves as "average" or “above average."
Almost 5% cTassify their performance as "“superior” and ohly 1% see them-
selves failing ‘It might be interesting to compare #hese self- appraisals
with grades actually received in courses It would appear that.students
« tend to ciuster themselves,in the centre of a grade distribution, perhaps
~to a greater extent ;han their professors do. Our guess is that 1t is
a rare profes§6r (in these days of "grade inflation") who a551gns “onl
5 “As" and 1 "F" in a class -of 100 students.’ -
The results of the analyses of variance are equally interesting.

. A clear and fairly consistent pattern indicates that students who see
themselves as “beléw average" or "failing" tend to rate their instric-
tor and the course less favourably than other students. &£qually con-
51stent findings show that students who pe¥ceive their performance as * -
“"above average" or “superipr" rate thdir instructors as more effective,

“the feedback as "construgtive," the evaluation system as "fairly applied."
and the -assigriments as a "valuable learning experience." It appears '
then that a direct (and perhaps linear) relationship exists between
students’ perceptions of their own performance relative to others in
the class and their evaluation of the instruct@ and the course.
" These ¥indings are'probably not surpriiilg to many, however, it

is interesting that similar finding$ have not been widely reported (tb .

. our knowledge%i 'The findings, ‘furthermore. tend to cast sonf doubt on

[
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Table 3.9 EFFECT OF STUDENT'S PERFORMANCE'ON SOST RATINGS'
' C o (N=2229) b
Means and (3tandard Deviations) by Performance ) ‘
. Above elow i

tem Superior (A) Average (B) Average (C) _Average (D) Failing (E) | F ratio

9 1.89 (1.14) | 1.82 (.89) 1.94 (.90) 2.06 (.94) | 2.05(.95) | 3.53%
10° 213 (1.12) | 2.18.(1.07) | 2.287(1.03) | 2.40 (1.18) |. 2.55 (1.18) 2.91%
" g 3:84(1.18) | 3.83 (1.04) 3.73 (.96) 1 3.57 (1.08) | 3.24'(1.26) | 4.%3s
12 : 1.75.(.87) ].Qjﬂ(.QQ) 1.90 (.83) 1.89 (.84) | .1.77 (.6]) - 1.1T(NS
13 _ 1.83 (.92) 1.89 (.QZ)' 1.99 (.95) 2.05 (IJOVLQ 2.23 (1.02) ¥ 2.47*
4+ 133 (.60) | 1.45 (.69) 1.49 (.67) 1.43 (.58) |. 1.27 (.55) | 2.30(NS
15 1.81 (:93) | 1.80 (.87) 1.88 (.90) 1.82 (.91) | 2.32 (1.21) | 2.61*
16 3.73 (.96) | 3.66 (.96) ~60 (.92) 3.52 (.93) 3.55,(.80) " | 1.45(NS
7 2.01 (.94) - | 1.93 (.83) 2.05Y.88) 2.11 (.98) | 2.50 (.86} | 5,594
18 228 (1.14) | 2.27 (1.06) | 2.41 (1.07) | 2.42°(1.08) | 2.64 (1.26) | 3.16*
19 3.44.(].24) 3.35 (1.11) 3.17 (1.15) 2.98 (1.23)_ 2.64 (1.00) | 5,73
20 2.62 (1.05).| 2.67 (1.02) |w2.82 (1.00)- |V3.06 (1.01) | 3.33 (1.15). 6,474
21 2.27 (1.00) | 2.37+.98) 2.50 (.94) 2.81 (1.04) | v2,95 (1.13), | 10.04%¢x
2 ) 2.61 (.93) 2.58 (.90) 2.69 (. 91) 2.73 (Z§9) 3.18 {1.05) , 4.66%**
23 2.30 (.95) -2.38 (.95) 2.47 (1.00) 2.7Z°(}ii9) : 3523‘(].27) 17 9.01%%*;
P2 3.91 (1.04) | 3.85 (.91) 3.55 (.98) | 3.16 (1.1} | 2.95.(1.25]" | 20.48%+x
25 3.49 (.84) :3.53 (.78) 3.52 (.74) .3;4? (.67) 3.23"&].11) 1.22(NS
26 3.30-(1.03) | 3.44 (.97) 3.57 (.94) 3.76%(.97) 3.59‘(].33) 6. 71 %¥*9
27 2.94 (1.28) 2.94 (1.25) 2.75 (1.19) 2.41 (1.18) _‘rSS (1.59)‘ _ 5.54%%x
28 2.24 (.86) 2.42 (.96) 2.45 (.97) 2.56 (1.11) - 2.90‘{].14{ 2.40*
The number of missing éases"ranged from 0.7% to 4.8%; Based on 2213 responses (0.7%
missing) the breakdown of responses by performance was: Superior (4.9%), Above Avg.
38.5%), Average (49.6%), Bel Avg. (6.1%), Failing (1.0%). '
*+4p 0001, **%p<.001, *p<.01, *p<<.05 ‘

' \
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the validity of individual student atings though not necessar11y on
.. ratings“Teceived by. an 1nstructor‘;jom an entire class.

3.54 The Effect of Course Status (Compu]sory/E]ective) on SOST Rating

Prior to analysis the responses of students who were “not sure" of
their course status were dropped from the data pool resulting .in 2139 °
' useable responses (95.9% of original data pool). . Oyt of convemence,l
. the analysis of variance procedure was used even though the "Student's
t-test" is more often employed in a 2-group desjon. t is noth1ng more
than'a "step-down" of F and both yield.findings having identical

"significance levels."

' Significant differences were found for 18 of the 20 SOST items when
responses were class1f1ed’by course status (Table 3.10). In every case,
students rated "elective" courses more favourably than "compulsory"

. courses. The two vtems for which no differences were found asked
students to assess the instructor's attendance and puntuality (item 14)
and his expectations -for ,student perfofmance (Item 25).

Fhe finding that "e]ect1ve" courses are more attract1ve to students
than "compulsory" courses is not particularly surpr1s1ng It ddes, _
however again quest1on the validity of individual student ratings and,
in some cases,™even class ratings. These results are genera]]y consis- |
tent with prev1ous research (Tab’ 10).

s

-

>
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3.55 The Effect of Student s Effort on SOST Ratings

S1gn1f1cant differences were found among 16 of the 20 S0ST 1tems
when responses were classified by the student's perception of his own
effort relative to his effort in other courses (Table 3.31). Where
d1fferences were found, a consistent patten of ratfngs by efiort
emerged

SMudents who reported their effort as "excelient" or “"ahove average"
consistently rated the instructor and the course mere favourably than
other students. Moreover, those who indicated that'their effort was
"be]ow dverage" or "poor gave the least favourable evaluations.

One rhight prof1tab1y speculate about the relationship of student
ef;;:ETto teaching eva]uations It might be’”that students who "try

harder” are more . Jlikely to succead 'and thereby see the instructor and

3

-
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Table 3.10 EFFECT OF COURSE STATUS (COMPULSORVELECTIVE ON
SOST RATINGS (N=2139)

Means and (Standard Deviatiohs) by Course Status .-

Item Compulsory (A) . ] Eléctive;jg) : E'rat102
9 2.00 (1.00) 1.77 (.718) 33.73
10 2:33 (1.09) 2.16 (&.01) | 13,820
1 3.64 (1.05) 3.89 (.96) 3.3
12. . 1.92 (.86) .1.81 (.85) 7.99%+
13 - " 2.0g (1.00): ’ _ h83(.91) 31.85°
14 1.47 (.65) - ST 1.44 (L67) ~ ~0.71(NS)

.15 MBS (.97), 1.73 (.79) . 24.79
16" 3.55 (.95) 3.72 (.90) 14.65
17 . 2.09 (.92) 1.92 (.719) 19.75
18 1 2.8 (1.10) 2.24 (1.04) .| 16.20
19 . 3.09 (1.15) 3.39 (1.12) 40.23
20 . - 2.84 (1.08) . ‘ 2.7 (.99) . 6.77%*
21 .. 2.57°(1.00) - 2.35 (.93) L 22.85
22 2.77 (.93) 2.53 (.89) . |.25.38 _
23 2.627(1.03) 2.27 (.97) 51.14
24 3.54 (1.03) 3.79 (.92) | 32.98
25 .3.53 (.79) 3.50 (.72) - 0.00(NS)
26 3.66 (.92) 3.37 (1.00) 39.60

27 2.75 (1.22) 2.86 (1.24) | 4.o0*
28 2.53 {.99)* 2.34 (.98) 17.58

N '
—
~ N N .
. ~

udents who‘were "not sure" of course status were dropped from
his analyg®. Of the remaining 2139 respondents 53. szevaluated a
compulsogl?” ‘course, .and 45.8% evaluated an ‘elective". Miss1ng cases .

A]] Fs significant at p<: 0001 except asterisks (***p~<;001 **p L ,01,
y *p< 05, : '
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* Table 3.1\ THE EFFECT OF STUDENT'S EFFORT ON SOST RATINGS'
o (N=2229) ' L
a g
, ' Means and (Standard Deviations by Effort . , .'
] \ ~ Rbove Below - ?
tem Excellent (A) Average (B) Average (C). Average (D) Poor (E) F ratio
9 1.79 (.98) | -1.83 (.89) 1.967:89) 2.03 (.96) | 2.35 (1.23) 4.78%+*
10 2.12 (1.18) .| 2.20 (1.06) |° 2.26 (1.00) | 2.48 (1.10) | 2.92 (1.35) 5.a6%*+
n 3.63 (1.26) | 3.79 (1.03) 3.77 (.92) 3.67 (.99) .| 3.81 (.98) |- 1.53(Ns)
12 | <167 (.87) L | 1.83(.87) | 1.91 (.80) 1.97 (.92) 2.42"’21’;06)/6.99-
13 1.93 (1.07) 1.92 (.98) | 1.98 (.94) 1.94 (. 90) 2.19 (.98) | 0.77(NS)
147 131 (.81) 1.41 (.62) 1.52 (.69) 1.55 (.78) 1.73 (.92) | 7.40
15 1.7 (.95) | 1.83 (.90) |- 1.89 (.89) | 1.90 (.84) | 2.12 (1.07)|. 2.27(NS)
16 3.70 (1.07) 3.68 {.94) 3.58 (.88) | 3.53 (.89) 3.42 (1.10)] 3.40%*
17 1.82 (1.00) | 1.96 (.86) 2.06 '(.83) 2.14 (.88). | 2.62 (1.17)] 7.Mm
18, 2.3 (115) | 2.27 (1.05) | 2.44-(1.05) | 2.56 (1.14) | 2.73 (1.31)} 6.22
19 3.42 (1.23) 3.40 (1.12) 3.11-(1.12) | 2.89N1.17) | 2.54 (1.07) 14.82
20 2.26 (1.10) | 262 (1.01) | 2.95(.94) 3.29 (.84) | 3.56 (1.00)| 40.63
21| 220 (1.00) | 2.39 (.96) 2.54 (.96) 2.77 (.96) | 2.81 (1.13)] 11.34
22 2.43 (1.0Q) 2.61 (.89) 2,70 (.90) 2.85 (.93) | 3.17 (1.00)[ 6.71 |
23 2.40 (1.15) | 2.41 (1.03) | 2.49 (.98) 2.46 (.90) 2.84 (1.21)] "1.38(NS)
26 | 3.86 (1.02) 3.75 (.97) 3.58 (.95) 3.39 (1.07) | 3.12 (1.21)] 9.08
25 3.86 (.94) 3.57 (.75). | - 3.42 (.69) 3.29 (.76) . | 3.31 (.84) | 13.05
26 3.99 (1.08) | 3.74 (.88) 3.31 {.86) 2.94 (1.16) | 2.65 (1.23)] 55:02°
2701 2.56 (1.31) | 2.73(0.22) | 2.91 (1.19) | 2.94 (1.22) 3.35 (L4} %6.25 -
28 2.12 (1.01) | 2.35 (.93) | B.52 (.9) | <2.84 (1.05) | .00 (1.12)|14.98
N . 3 L
- —— — e —

——

The number of missing cases ranged from-0.7§ to 4.8%; Based on 2214 responses (0.7%
issing) the breakdown of responses by effort was: Excellent (10.3%), Above Avg.
(39.9%?, Ave?age-(4l.6}). Below Avg. (7.0%), Poor (1.2%). T

11 Fs are significant a% P<.0001 with exception of asterisks f***p<:.001, **n<.01)

* [
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~g;'s course in a more favourable light. This. however, is pure spec-
ation and the findings are- insuffic1ent to support such a causal,

relationship. B
To our kno;;edge. findings of this sort have not been widely
reported on the literature. The results again question the notion
" that individual student ratings are not biased by presumably 1rre1e-
vant factors : N

3.6 THE EFFECT OF INSTRUCTOR VARIABLES ON SOST RATINGS

Ss These analyses were based on the responses of 2229 students
who were enrolled in-93 class sections taught by 53 different instruc-
tors. For a description of these subjects see Table 1.3.

Analytic Methods Analysis. of variance procedureswere used to .
assess the effects of the instructor's rank and sex on SOST ratings.
A1l analyses were performed ‘on class means (N=93) Since mean rat1ngs
are most ofteh used to assess teaching effect1veness

Mean ratings for individual jtems within class- ~sections were

calculated using SAS procedure "means." One-wdy analyses of variance
were performed on class ratings by instrfuctor's rank and by instructor s -
sex. The “GLM" procedure of the SAS package was used in these analyses -
A fixed- effects model (1) was employed 0n univariate’ F~rat1os and
their significancélevels are reported?. Student "t tests" were not
performed even though they are commonly used in 2- group designs.
See sect1on 3. 54 A breakdowst of means "and: stapdard deviations by
sex and rank was accomplwshed using SPSS subprogram "Breakdown,"
A description of 1nstructors by sex and rank is presented in
Tab]e’i 2. T B

.

°

3.61 The Effect of Instructor s Rank on SOST Rat1ngs

-

For purposes of this analys1s,4 academic ranks were’ identified:
Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant Professor, and Other. The
‘catégory‘of'“other" includes all non-professorial teaching staff
including Lecturers-lnstructors. and Teaching Ass1stants

F1ve (5) of the SOST items showed s1gnificant differences when
class means were categorized byqthe,academfc'rank of the instructor
In"all cases the evaluat1onzttended,to favour senior staff members

-7 e
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(Professor, Associate Professor) over junfor staff members (Table 3.12). -

Senior staff members were judged to be mm‘consistently pre-
pared for class (Item 12), more readily available fdr consu]tatlon
(Item 16), generally more helpful in"their attitude toward students

(Item 17), better able to motivate students (Item 20), and less
demand1ng in the amount of work required (Item 26). These findings
may be Surpr1s1ng to some, however, they are cons1stent with previous
work 1nﬁthe area (Table 2.9).

It had been our belief and that of many others that students
perceive seniorsfaculty as ‘far too busy with research, and profes-
siona] matters to be ava1lab1e and helpful to undergraduate Sstudents.
Interest1ng]y, this turns out not to be the case. d

These findings, however, do not addkess a more important
question: "Do favourable ratings imply that senior faculty members

. are in faém more effective teachers than jun1or faculty members "?
Or, put another way, "Are studehts biased in their ratings w1th
respect to their instructors' age, exper1ence demeanor and general
appearance or do they in fact-learn more effective]y when taught
by senior facu]ty members"? Tantalizing-as this question 15, it

. is_simpty unanswerab]e on the basis of the ava11ab1e ev1dence. <

+ 3.62 The Effect of Instructor's Sex on SOST Ratings

o

Significant differences were found on 7 S0ST 1tems when c]ass
section means were classified by instructor's sex Where differences
were found,- - méan ratings consistently favoured male 1nstructors over
female instructors (Table 3.13). These findings are not consistent -
with a large body -of ev1dence which tends to show that student rat1ngs
are not affected by instructor' s sex. . ;

Logically, one m1ght entertain 3 possib]e exp]anations for
these findings: ’

.

1) the male 1nstructors in.the sample were in fact morek
effective teachers than the female instructors

2) the students were biased 'in their eva]uations

3) “the effects of 1nstructor Sex are conf0unded-by other
variables. d . . ‘ S

s




Table 3.12 EFFECT OF INSTRUCTOR'S RANK ON_SOST RATINGS'

- {N=93)

LY

Means and (Standard UeV%atidns) by Rank

A o

3

Professor

Associate
Professor

' Assistant
Professor

’

" QOther

-
L 2

1
1
3

_1.64 (.38)
2
3

2.34 (.51)
" 2.23 (.56)

*3.55 (.52)

" 2.99 (.55)-

1.99 (.76)
2.04 (:66)
3.95 (.54)
1.64 (.53)
1.73 (.60)
.24 (.19)
.64 (.36)
.98 (.48)

.05 (.60)
.55 (.54)
2213‘(.50)

2.15 (.58)

3.51 (.24)..
2.81 (.48)

2.13 (.54) -

1.78 (.57)
2.21 (.61)
3,78 (.72)
1.77 (.34)
2.06 (.51)
1.54 (.31)
1.69 (.51)
3.97 (.51)
1.77 (.47)"
2.08 (.59) °
3.46 (.48)
2.50 (.56)
2.35 (.52)
2.49 (.44)
2.29 (.35)
3.60 (:38)
3.53 (.25) -
3.35 (.50)
2.90 (.24)
2.20 (.35)

.74 (.39)
J1(.71)
.66 (.64)
.86 (.73)

.98 (.45)
.47 (.33)

1

2

3

1

1

1

1.89 (.45)

3.62 (.48)

2.10 (.40)
2.26 (.56)
3.31 (.52)
2.60 (.47)
2.37 (.54)
2.44 (.49)

2.41 (.58)

" 3.45 (,45)
3.49 (.50),
3.61 (.51)

2.88 (.54)

2.29 (.36)

S 370 (.39)
3.42: (.30)

1-2.33 (.28) °

1.84 (.32)
2.23 (.45)
3.81, (.40)
2.06 (.45)
1.987(.44)
1.54 (1)
1.71 (.32)
3.57(.24)
1.84 (.27)
2.37 (.43)
3.24 (.44)
2.81(.38)
2.33 (.36)
12,46 (.40)
2.55 (.44)

3.71 (.36)
2(74 (.43)

F ratiJg_
»

0.81{NS)
0.48(H§7

0.70(Ns) |

2,70*
1.06(NS)

. 1.95(NS)

1.42(Ns)
6.42%%*
4.87**
1.95(NS)
1.70(NS)
.3
0.2F(NS)
1.70(NS)
2.59(NS)

- 2.03(NS)
0.55(NS) .

13, 32%w
_ 1.37(NS)
1.20(NS)

. B

4

~

1

2

Of the 93 class sections

Associate Profpssor.
taught by "other"

~

4

~

T

» 10 were taught be Professors, 14 were taught by

>

-

**EID< 0001, ***p <.001, **p< 01, *p<.05.

20 were taught by Assistant Professors, and 49 were
staff members, primarily T.A.s..




TabJe 3. 13 EFFECT OF* INSTRuCTOR’S SEX ON.SOST RAT
. . (N-93) Y

R

INBS

el
L4 . T <

" Means and (Standard Deviatfons) by Sex®

F rai;jg2

Male - . - | % Female

N td

176 (.34) - 1.92 (:52) -
2.09 (.56) .+ .2.30 (.54)
. - 3.86 (.50) - . 3.69 (.55)
.87 (.62) * | . 2:017(.32)
1.82 (;36)- & | 2.7 (.58)
«. 1.45 1.35) . < 1.55 (.40):
“ 1.69-(.39) S.81 (:38)
€ 3.75 (.46) 3.59 (.32)
1.85 (:41). | 1 1.89 (:30)
2.6 (.51) 7| " 2.42(.48)
3.42 (.47) St 318 (L47)
2.57 (.4 "M 2.81 (.44)
2.29-184) [\ 2l39 (.46)
-2-36 (.48) - - 2.52 (.36) .
. 2.28"(.46) : 2.67 (.45)
©3.65 (.39) - 3.57 (R0) - -
3.45 (.35) T 3.8 (.32)

3.44-(.51) 3.6*.47)’ -
©72.83 T.46) © 2.879.23)

221 (.32) |77 2.387(.38) o

f—'ss'(m)
W3 26(ﬂ$)

. 2. 16(NS)

"1.46(NS)

RER
. 1.56(NS)
, B2.27(NS)

3.84(NS)
0.22{NS)
s 6.47*
T 5,74
6.22%

1.17(Ns)

.3.21(NS)

S 16, 7w

0.98(NS
0 'IHNS)
1. 99*
0.04(NS)
5.78%

o
-

e - : y

_~ taught by femalé instructors.
Jf'ég » :
****p 2 0001 ***p 4 oo] *p< 05.

[

oy

o
“

Of the 93 c]as&‘sec;1ons 55 were taught b;‘nale 1nctructors and 38 wgre

/
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the female instructors in the sihp]e are found in the 1owe acagemic -
Manks (as they are at the Unlvers1ty, 1n general). As a r t, -

: ) ¢
x. » /. N . . . ‘ ‘( .
The th%;d explanation is'perhaps the most Tikely r. 7
) An examination of Table 1.2 shows that tﬁe large -majority of

the effect of instructor sex may be confounded by the effect. of
academ1c rank. In order to test this hypothesis one could perform
a 2-way analysis of var1ance thereby part1a111ng out' the variance
attr1butab1e to each of the main effects (sex and-rank) Unfortun-
ately, the saue size is- too smal] for an adequate analysis. "Such.

an aﬂa1ys1s would be based on an exper1menta1 dedign containing

\ a number of near-empty cells. - | o ot
7 THE fFFECT OF ELASS VARIABLES ON SOST RATINGS.  C | : - -

-y

4

) ',”) Ss These analyses were based on .the respons‘é’of 2229 students

who were enrolled ;=§93 class sections taught by '53 different instruc-

*  tors. For & descr1pt1on of these subjects see Table 1.3.

\

,/5.71 The Effect of Class Size on SOST Ratings

/ .
Aﬁa]yt1c Methods Analysis of variance procedures wetfe. used to
assess the effects " of class size and meeting time on SOST,ratings
ALl afalyses were performed on c]ass mea gy (N= 93) For a.further |

descr1pt1dn of ana]ytic.methods see section 3.6. < -,

-

Each of the 93 class sections was categor1zed as either “small"
"medium" or "large". 'Operat1ona11y, a small class ;as\déf1ned as -

. having fewer than 20 students; a medium class as havzng 20 to 50

students, and a 1argg class as hav1ng more than 50. students The \ . ,
mean class ﬂze fof all sect1ons was approx1mate1y 24 (23. 97).
Jhe reSults of the analyses of variance showed sign1f1cant

/
differences for 10 SOST “items when sect1on mean responses were

"~ classified by class s1ze (Table 3 14). Mean sé!t1on rat1ngs generally

’

favoured small and/or medium sized cla‘kes over large c]asses “These

- findings support prev1ous wark off tha effects of c]ass s1ze ov’e

evaluations (Table 2.10). e ‘_ : '

" A long-standing debate among ed0cators and psycholog1sts has
centre? around the effect of class size on school’ 1earn1nq Do students

A

-»




Table 3.14 EFFSLT OF

L4

CLASS SIZE ON SOST RATINGS' -

students?), B0 were

class{fied as "large" (more than 50 students).
245~ X Coe
\ -7 @
: \/{/V‘/ ] - v :‘
. w /4 -
- C/\.\,\ & -«

classiffed as "medium"(20-50

. (N=93) ’
S T -
o ,Meaps-aﬁd (Standard Deviations) by Class Size
Item | smal) (<20} |  Medium (26-50). |  Largd (>50) | F ratio —
9 1172 (.31) .82 (.30) 2.01 (o65) 3.3
100 | 2.2 (.53) 2.19 (.55) 2.27 (.82) 0.51(Ns)
1 3.85 (257) '3.81'(.48) - 3.65(.50) 1.14(8s)
12 1.96 (.59) 1.98 (.55) 1.79 (.36) .| 0.98(Ns)
13 2.02 (.46) 1.78 (.37) © 2,13 (.58) | 4.3
14 1.55 (.40) v | 1.48 (.48) 1.42 (.17) 0.97(Ns)
15 [ 16703, |\ 167 (.3 1:96 (.45) | - 5.34%»
16- | 3.72 (.50) . 3.68 {.29) 3.56 (.37) .| "1.76(NS)
17 .0 174 (.27 1.82 (.32) %213 (.43) 10.45%k4x 00 <,
18 2.20(.49) - '2.27 (.44) L 2.38 (.62) 0.84(Ns) "
19 {4324 (51 < 34 (e | 37 (Le9). 1.7(8s) .
20 3.58 (.51) _ /D78 (.39) , 2.73 (.47) | "-1.30(Ns)
4 22,19 (.42) - 2.38 (.39) - 2.81 (.48) | 4.9+ ‘
22 2.27 (.47) 12.45 (.42) 1 .66 .(.34) 6.13%%
23 | 24668y | 4 23 (a7 | 258 (.38) | 2.08(Ns)
w24 " F 3.64 (.44) 3.75 (.31) 23 (.34) 6.04%*
| 3.44 (238 A346 (.29) . | 351 (1) | 0.37(hs)
. 26 3.41 .{.46) 3.72 (.42) " . - 3.50 (.62) 3.44%
) 21, 3010550 - |7 2.60(.38) | 2,78 (.32) | 8.a3em
.28 | 374 (.34)0 - © o229 (.28) L)L 250 (031) . 9, 38%wr
. . N - , :
. 1°6F the 93 class sections 40 were classified as “small""(fewer thaw’ 20 .. °

students)., and. 23 were
Average 'glass size was
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. actually "learn: more" 1n a smal] class? While’ evidence exists both ‘

for and against this proposition, it is general]y agreed that. éeachers '

' and students alike prefer smeller c]asses to. larger ones The results.

of their ana]yses should,. therefbre3 not be surprising
. 3 727 The Effect of Class Meetdng Time on SOST Ratings

———

-—w-” N ‘
* Significant differendbs were found for 3 SOST ftems when section
mean responses were classified by class meeting time (Tab]e 3.15). o
These findings do not support the eften- -heard contention that morning

'ﬂ-’»classes are rated more favourab]y than mid day'and afterno c]asses. *

-

The results indicate that students enrolled in afternoon and v '
evening c]asses feel that verbal and written peedback have beén more

. constructive than students in other classes (Item 22), Furthernnre, /';

¢

ki

&

" '4.17- Internal Con51stenty

afternoon and evening students feel that the work required by the

course was less inten51ve (It 26) and they ‘are less lixely to 1nd1-
‘.cate that the mater;a] was\bdé’nd their preVious.gcademic experience

(Item 27) - S ‘ v L

7 .- ¥

-

Iv SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS.AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘ "

’ i 4

' N
Th1S sectfbn summarizes the findings of the study, presents ‘the
conclusions, and forwards seferal recommendations concerning the devel-

opment and use of teaching evaluation instruments at the University of"
Windsor, . . /

.. 4.1 - SUMMARY

R/
M

€

The internal consistency of the SOST (using Cronpach s aipha v
coefficient) was founq to be moderate to relatively high on three of
‘the, subscales (Sectiqns- A, B, and C). ' However, the alpha coefficients
for Section 0. 37}‘ﬁnd Section E (.19) were unacceptab]y Jow. This
.finding is consistent wi'th  the factor analysis which shows that 1tems
in Sections.D and~Eh;;aw on separate factors,

~4.12 “Stability C x N
" The stability ¢oefficients for the SOST were fouhd to be mdUerate .
to low, but generaiiy within the range reported for otheér teathing f” v

s, t

8

at
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Tablé 3.15- EFFECT OF CLASS MEETING TIME ON SOST RATINGS'
e ) (N=93) . ‘ . .o
: Means and (Standard Deviations) by Meeting Time '_ e
_Item Morning Mid-day Afternoon/Evening 1 F rat102‘
9 1.83 (.43)- | ~.1.84 (.34) . .].78 (.82) - 0:13(NS)
0 -7 v2.23 (.61) 2.16 (.55} 2.15 {.52) 0.17(NS)
o M T 378 (.52) 3.80 (.49).. 3776 (.61) - ' 0.05(NS)
12 1.91.(.48)" F.92 (.59) 1,95 (.50 0.05(NS)
13 1.90 (.37) 't 1:95 (.53) 2.06:(.47) | 0.76(Ns) -
14 1.51 (.30) 1.47 (.39) 1.52 (.40) | 0.16(Ns}.
BT 1.83 (.48) | " 1.65 (.35) - 1.80 (.32) 2.11(NS)
-6 3.64 (.46) '3.73 (.39) - 3.67 (.41) 0.39(NS)
17 1.98 (\.?)’ 1.78.(.27) 710~ 1.88 (731) - | 2.70(Ns)
18 2.33 (.®1) ©2.25 (.46) - 2.23 (.48) -+ 0.28(NS)
19 | 3.19 (:58) "|.7 3744 (.38) 3.24 (.48) 2773(NS}
L2 T 279 (.53) 2.61 (.42) . 2.63 (.47) 1.23(NS)
a2 (:53)7 1 23140 : _1.46(NS)
22 | 61 (.45) *2.40. (.43} 251 4.61* =
23 |, 2.42 (.36). | 2.44 (.57). .2.47 £.49) 0,06(NS)
T, |, 3.58 (.35) 3:62 (.45) 3.64 (.37) v "0.76(NS) .
- . ' e
.25 3.42 (.31 3.45°(.37) b »3.52 (.29) - .| 0.5§(NS)
26 3.71 (.36) | 3.53°(.52) 3.34 (.58) $ 302" 9
27 2.63 (:30) 2@7‘ (.52) ~ [.2.94 (.38) - .3.76*
ol 2.36 (.32) 2.24 (.35) L 2 2% (,.35) - 0:84(NS)
. A LN - U B ’ - a- ek,
, » .
i . L
Twenty sgv (27) classem met in the morning (9 00 or 10 00 A. M ), 43
+ classes at mid-day (11:00, 12:00 or 1:0Q) and 23 classes met, in “the .
afternoon or evemng (200 - 7 00 P.M.), . . / .
. . * -//‘
2 #p<.05.° ‘ </
1 4 i y
e -
. 1
| \ N . /
‘, . \//" o E )
% ? ~“’. “ ; ‘ .
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A

. evalyation instruments. Mean coeff1c1ents were: .58 (7 day 1nterva1/

.53 (14 day mterval), 49 (21 day 1nterva1) and .43 (28 day 1nterva1y

~

4 13. Re]at1onsh1p Between Ratings and Student Ach1evement

Low but s1gn1f1cant correlatiops were fodnd between 11 of the
SOST'1tems and student achievement in an 1ntroductory psychology course.
In all cases, the s1gnff1cantecorre1at1ons indicated a positive -
re]at1onsh1p between student rat1ngs anﬁ ach1evement
. These f1nd1ngf are ta*as evi€®nce thqt' the “instrument possesses '
a certain degree of criterion- re]ated va11d1ty for it argues that
instructors”who rece1ve favourab]e ratings are more successful in
fac111tat1ng 1earn1ng amorg their students thanamnstructors who.-

receive-less favdurab]e rat1ng% « ¢ - L

12

4.14 Factor Ana]ys1s

.
. ! . st

five factors emerged from tie factor ana]ysisﬁbrocedure ese

- /
factors accounted for-approximately 55% of the varlance in the item,

responses In general, factor 1oad1ngs were moderate to low and. the .
1nterpretat1on of the factor structure was compl1cated by a significant
number of crosg-loadingsy ‘ DV .

The five factors were 1dent1f1ed as fo]lows : . ‘f '

T

Factor' I . Instructional Skill (Items 10, 11,12, 18, 19,
' /20, and 21). ~This-is a general factor which'measures

the instructors ability to communicate with and moti-

1]

_vate students. The }arge number of 1tems indicates
a possible "halo effect o

N
Interaction (Items 17,,20, 21, 22, and 28). This
" factor is . measure of rapport and the genera] level "

of verbal and wr1tten exch;nges between students and
*, the,instructor. - . L C o ‘

_Factor IIT - WOrkJOad (Items 25 and 26) Th1s ?actd? 1s a meqlure
of the amount” of work requ1red -in the course )

@ ’ -

Factor IV - Organization }tems 12, 13, and ]4) Th1s factor is’
a general assessment of the 9nstructor's prepaf!dness
and clarity in explaining cdurse objectives and . -

’3,




] requ'irem'ents o ’ B
- Fattor V - Feedback (Item 24) This factor memsures the extent
o . to which the student is able -to. assess his progress

;. and ach1evement in the c0urse

[ 4

4:15 Effect'of Student Varaab]es oR Ratlngs

-

L | }The resu1ts of a ser1es of ana]yses of variance indicated that
a) the'student's mjor (faculty affiliatiafTymy affect his

C; evalugtions of ‘courses andvlnstructors Y

// " b) upper- Tével and graduate Tevel students tend toi;ate instruc-

R ) ‘:grs more favourably than lower-level students

Lo students/whc feel that their performance is “super1or or '
- . g‘? } %—r— “
, : "above average rel&t1ve to others in the class tend to give

¢ - their 1nstructoisgjetter ratings. . .
. d 1 couvy's 1 a j
5 e ectlve ourses’ afe rated‘more favourab y than required

C’OUY‘SES

'-

- k

_-,ef students who report that the1r effort in the course was
b exce11ent" or: "above average" relative to "their effort in
other courses rate the instructor and the course more favour-

4 16 Effect of Instructor Variables dh Rat1ngs

v

Ana]ysgs ‘of variance indtcated that, in several cases (5 1tems),
" sen1or faculty’ members (Professor Associate Professdr) are evaluated

L}

more favourably than Junior® faCu]Vy menbers (A§!1stant Professo¥; others).
Furthermore .male instructors rece1ve more pos1t1ve nat1ngs than female

b

1nstruétors on 7 items.

o

4n17 Effect of CTass Varﬁables onahatin S
N . '* g

A final serxes o;g”}yses of var1ance showed that sma]] and mediwms
-sized c]asses tend to réceive molre favourabie ratings than 1arge c]asses

(10 items) but that c]aSSJMeet1ng time generally has no effect | on student '

" evaluations.~ \ St : o

~

eb]y than other students } - ) !
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L 4.2 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~—

‘Although the 30ST seems to possess some relatively positive
psychometric qualities, namely criterion-related va]id1ty and reasonable
stab1]1ty, the instrument should not be adopted in its present form

g

. w1thout revision &nd further testing.

. factor structure and the associated internal co

Qf part1cu1ar concern is the
istency as well as-

_Student, instructor, and class variables which

.,feedback to 1nstructors who. wish

(54

tently affect student ratings.

» 1n some cases, consis-

)

|

Specifically, the existing subscale organization of the SOsT does
not accurate]y ref]ect the factor structure of the instrument. This
s shown by the magnitude of Ioad1ngs within factors and is manifest
in low internal. consistency coefficients among 2 of the 5 subscales.
Furthermore, ser1ous consideration must be given to factors
which a??ect student ratings,
have Tittle or no control (ex:
instructor sex and rank).
are’ to” be b‘ased

especially those over which instructors

class size, required/elective cdurse;
If major décisions concerning faculty fate
in part on student evaluations; then ratings must
be adJusted to take these factors.1nto Lccount

One of the avowed* purposes of student evaluations is to provide

to 1mprove their teaching effect1veness
i!rhaps this is the most 1mportant use of these. rat1ngs

Unfortunately,
re is cgnsiderable doubt whether items stated in global terms (suchr
“Thqunstructor mot1vated ofie to put forth a good effort") provide

th1s feedback in suff1c1ent1y spec1f1c terms

» Conpare, for example,

items on the SO§T w1th the ;ollow1ng items taken bem Murray s (1977)

Teacher Rating ¥orm:

»

The instructor:

‘N~

mdve5~back and forth b front-of class

s ~ ’
17. "asks students questions during 1ecture - 7
20. addresses ﬁnd1vidua1 students by name
23. maintains eye contact with students g .
31: gesture’s w1th hands and arms‘yhile*speak1ng
. '1tems Such as these which are based on specific, observable;"

7%
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teach1ng behaviours are considerably more usefu] to 1nstructors and
are probab]y more reliable since students need not make 1nferences
concerning the 1ns;ructor s motivations or general ab111t1es

Based on-these ‘and other considerations the f011ow1ng recommen-
dations,are forwarded: o .

Reccmmendation 1: If the ex1st1ng instrument is to be retained,
the following revisions shou]d bg cons1derqﬂ

a) The ¢x1st1ng Subsca1e organiza ion"of the SOST should be
dropped in favour of either raﬁsbm
ﬁsthoht subscale headings or use of subscales. wirich
7reflect the factor structure of(ihe instrument (Instruc-
tional Skill, Interaction, Workload, Organization, and

ordering of items

Feedback). : A
b) TItems 15, 15, 23, and 27 should be omitted. These items
~. have reasonably Tow factor loadings and th%refore tend to

obscure the significance of individual faetors. .
c) Items 12, 20, and 21 cross-load significantly on two factors.

A These items should be reworded or deleted.
. ) d) The Likert scales associated with Items 25 and %ﬁ should be
reworded so that they are consistent with other items
(ex: strongly agree, agree..... ) . é

e) Other instruments should be examined to find additional and
appropriate replacement jtems within factors (Appendix D)
J f) . An additional subscale conta1n1ng items on grading procedures
. should be added. '

Recommendation 2: Several other pxisting instruments should be
Y .
reviewed as possible alternatives to the SOST (Appendix D). The following
< instruments were administered to students who were-enrolled in the second

-~ semester of an introductory psycho]ogy course ﬁfsycho]ogy 115b): .
. P \
a) Murray's ‘Teacher Rating Form (1977) ' ,
. ' b) Educational Testing Service's Student Instructional Report ‘
(1975) -

c) Kansas-State Univers1ty S IDEA Survey Form (1975) -
d) PUrdue Un1vers1ty S “Cafeter1a" Instruct1ona1 Rating Form (1975)

i ‘
’ . -
- L 0
! v M . . L
- - “~
,

L 4
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Correlat1ons between items. on each of these instruments and

SOST 1tems are given in Appendix D. In addition to the 1nstruments

‘ listed above, Frey's ' Instructional Rating Form (Frey, 1973 and
Appendix D ) should be given ser1ouﬁ#ton51derat1on
The advantages of these 1nsiiuments over the SOST are several
As was- mentioned earlier, Murray's instrument is based on specific,
observable behaviours  and therefore maw#brovide more informative
feedback to instructors. It may also be mgre reliable.

The advantage of the ETS, Kansas State and Purdwe instruments

; - 1s that a _considerable amountﬁgf normative data is already available

based on classes ima wide range of academic disciplines, class sizes,
instructer ranks and so forth.

Use of these instruments and their

normative scales would reduce the problem of adjusting for d1fferences
-

in student, instructor and class variables.

Finally, items of Frey's ..struc* cnal Rating Form have been
shown\tzécorrelate very well with student ach1evement (r~ .90). This
implies Yalidities considerably better than the SOST. In addition,

factor loadings on each of Frey's 7 subscales are consistently high
(approximately .90).

Recommendation 3:, Further studies should re-examine the effegts

of student, instructor, and ciass xariables on ratings. Before any

,rating system is institutionalized, a method of adjusting ratings for
these variables must be developed.

. Recommendation 4 Further studies .Should examine differences
among ratings in the various departments, schools, and faculties
of the Univérsity to Hetermine how best to adjust for differences in
academic d1scap11nes and instructional styles
. |

b
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N " 1. My major is in: Arts Social Sciefce -Science § Math _ Businkss
. - T “E '
. This coursé is part of my honodrs/ npral prbir'q.
. ; _ B s B S
3. 1 hava completed the followuu numbet of University level full courses (two half
N courses equal one full): 0--2 3--7° ' 8--12 13--17 18--.
x L J ol D ~ + "E
. ) ;
R 4. Rating mAelf qnns?{he erformance of other students in the class, I see -yself‘
: in one Jf the following grougs: superior, ‘sbove sverage, fverage, below’ average,
fa.iling. . , i A . lv [ .
. “ E " N M : -
s . . . s . .
5. This course wa$ compulsory. YES, NO . M A} -
. o ’ “ B - C . :
64¢ attonda:;ce and punctua.hty have been conslstently good. YES N
- B
' >
‘ 7. Coqn.rod to other cdurses I have taken, I consider my effo:t in th1s course to have
been: excellant above sverage, lVerlge, .below average, poor.. . .
- A B € D E ‘
8. 1 have found the natenal in this’ course ‘Lo be tnherent ly dxff;cult YES .\ .
3 2D
PART = ALL FO QUESTIONS ARE R.ATED ON A FIVE POINT SCALE FROM S'IRONGLY AGREE TO.STRONGLY
II  DISAG CEPT. WiERE NOTED. .° » o .
.. . . - 4
Section A. Communitation (Ins¥kuctor - Growp -Interaction) "
9. thstructor 13 ¢ clear and_ “sudib]le. L - , -
: . Strongty g Not : - Strongly
Agree Agree e Sure Disagree Disagree -
A, B - € > D E
. -
10. The mstructor presented uaterlalsa coherent manner, emphadhzing major points
. - and making relatignships clear. ' ) e .
MStrongly’ .. ' Mot ’ Strongly.
Agree - Agree ¢ Sure * , Disagree Disagree
L' ’ —31— : B - N 4 D E By
ll. Course taten-a‘l aas, dlsorunized and hlndexed mderstandmg T ,' \\ s
sfrongiy - Not ) N Strongly .
i 5& g% . Sure D1sagm€ Dysagree -
< D . E
42. The instructof was consistently prep‘argd for class. . s, . ° x
. = Strongly N ' -, ot - ’ «Strongly .
’ Agree Agree | Sure Digagree ‘ “Dis agree » y
B AL ® B C eD !
fes. The’ 1r5tructor was cledr on what was v::pected regardi g/courso requxreuent’ .
assxgmncnts, exams, etc. - . ~ !
. . S
. i Stropgly Not - . » Stmngly
,g Sure DMsagree Disagres
' § C D- . E .
.- . 14. The rnstructo'r s attendance and, punctuallty have: becn consxstently good. !
: Strongly c " Not ' ) v Strongly "’;
! Agree Agree . " Sure “Disagree Di'sagree * AR
A B . “£ s L D / E ’
Skction B. Comumcatior{LnsYructor - Individual Intenction) s )
« The instructor encouraged and nadlly responded_ to :tudent questioﬁi K
. Strongly ) ! Not Strong_ly
. Agree . Agred” - . sure 13:E 1sagm :
R ¢ L
16.. The 1nstructor has ot been nadily lvdllble for cq}uultntion by appoxntlento
' or otherwiss. ‘ . Y
X .,Sr.mngly T Not ' R Strongly .
— QO Agree T Agree | . . Sure Disagree . . Disagree 4
EMC . A ‘ ‘ ‘ B ) c - & D » B
- - “ .

&)

General Inforutgn

Other

L

‘.

.

- X3




| o 7
" " 17. The instructor saintained s generally helpful attitude toward studerts and their
- problems, . ' ,
Strongly .Not . Strongly ¥
Agree Agree Sure - Disagree . Disagree o
A B c D .E.
Section @ -Motivation and Impact . . - :
e
18. - The .instructor made this course as_inter tin( as the su‘ject matter would allow.
. Sfrongly . ' " Not Strongly
® " _Agres Agree Sure Di sagree Disagree N ‘
A‘ [] D' . E o Y ‘
, 19. The instructor did not increase ly mterest in the subject matter of the course.
Strongly + Not - ’ S;rc ngly . ,
‘ - " _Agreq ‘- Agree’ Sure Disagree Disagree .
A} s
. A B “ N 2] E . .
. 0. Thi‘_ instructor mtlvated me to>put forth a good e&.[t s .
. Strongly ° Not . AR Strongly T
. _Agree Agree - . Sure Disagree ’ Disagree > )
. A 8 c ) D P TE
21. The instructor was successful 1in 'uakxng d'iff}cult.}aj&nal understandablie. «
. Strohgly Not . ) Strongly P
- Agree ree. Sure Disagree - Disagree ~
A .C D E :
Section D, Feedback L *
22. Verbal written’comments on assignments have been constructive. -
Strongly ’ ."Not ) - Strongly}‘
- _Agree , Agree Sure Disagree Disagree . .
A ] ! ¢, ! & E :
23. The evaluanon system for this course was fairly®applied: O
: Strongly * Not Strongly - ' .
Agree Agree Sure ., Disagree Dz,saéee .
A ' B~ ! C ) D T, - E -
24, Throughout this course, I have. not been able to usess wy progress and achievement.
v
Strongly * “Not . Strongly .
‘* Agree © o Agree Sure Dsagree Disagree
At B C D . E -
] . .
5. The 1nstructor 5 expectations ‘for student perfomén‘ce '.'m‘“f! low, _l_o_v’, average,
. ‘ngh xery hig ® ‘ ’A B , .
~ . .
v . " B Y
"section E. Standards - . . .
. _ . v . “
o 26 }T“ha amount ;ot work rqquired for this c.ourse.has been verzA'hgh ,‘hsmt,‘ aveéage,
‘ cavykve .

eaV)’ ' ,
E . . .

. e \ v

S
PPV

Strongly - ot Not

- -
. Agree. Agrée Sure, isagree Disagree
S A B < -, . E -
. . . .
. 28. The ass1gnments provided a valuable leaming experience’ .
3 . “Strongly ¥ Not ) hat - » Strongly
' Agree - ) Agree . Sure* Disagree Ezsggrea
. ' B i ¢ . D \ ) E .
. . e .\ v, " < -
N Has «thr's questionnaire giben yob an adequate opportt.mity to expra.ss yours [\
' opinion about the, inst tion in this course’ 2
_t h A Bt e
" - \ . ’ ?‘ e : \ ! ‘ }
(4
. ' I :
. « - t » - . a .
< : ’ - . ) ’ .
K 'Y /"‘EI-A‘ A d ! e » P
. Q A S n ‘% * .
ERIC ' . ©l . o S
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Strongly

\

2

. Thc material cover;d in IhlS course has been be'yong'my prekus academic expe@ence
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l-‘
Dear Prof.

Thank yqu for{agreeing to cooperate .in the validation of the Student ‘Opinion Survey of Teaching.* As
you probably know, this instrument was developed by the Faculty Senate Student Evaluations Committee and is
Dr._.David Reynolds and | have received an 0.U.P.|.D. Grant to "~

University of Windsor

~

-

being considered for university-wide adoption.

examine the reliability and validity of the 50T and to recommend changes or revisions.

is aTTached.X

»

-

February 17,

-

1977,

A copy of the instrument

o

So that we might collect data without unnecessarily d}srupfing-your clags schedule, 11d.Ti'ke to ask you to
complete the table shown below by indicating: ‘

<

oy
(2)

-(3)

(4)
(5)

the course name/number

date you wish the evajuation’

cl;ss meeting *ime.

meeting place (building and room #),

whether the evaluator (research assistant) should ‘distribute

%

Y

the thstrument at the beginning or at.the end of the period

(6) apprpximate enroliment
Depending on ciass size, the evaluation réquires approximaTely 10-15 minutes of clas\ time.
‘ ‘\‘{h 2 L ’ -
~ “ »

Course

Meeting

OisTribufe at

Evaluation Meeting Beginning/end Approximate
N ‘ Date § Time Place of pericd mEnral iment -
i ’ °
) . - / i
. » ) . R ,
" - 18-
' . $
— _ . ' -‘
) _5%‘;, ) ' 'l 3 ‘. . l.

"All data will be treated configentially.
ndicate if you g ah gl

can be provided.

' -~

e %

P!easi\;
. . Thank you again for your co!@erafFBn-:

Yurn this to me by Friday,

yes;

Feb

noj.

»

CJoel 1. Mintzes
JAssistagt Professor
+ Department of Bjology

-«

rﬁan1,26fh.

.
-

, if you wish, & complete printout of your own evaluation -
e a copy of your evaluation (
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